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Abstract

FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT:
4 Retention and Promotion 1982-83

A new elementary retention policy was implemented in the Austin Indepen-

dent School District (AISD) in 1981-82. The AISD Board of Trustees requested
a three-year study of the impact and effectiveness of the policy. This
report desc:ibes results from the second year of the study, including the
effect of the change in policy on staff development, retention rates, stu-
dent achievement, and staff and parent attitudes were investigated.

A summary provides a description of the policy, evaluation focus, results,
and implications. The summary is designed to focus on the most important
findings of interest to a general audience and is available as * separate
report. Appendices provide technical information on specific questions
:cdressed, methods utilized, and results. These are designed to provide
core detailed information and documentation for research and evaliation
staff as well as those school district administrators and Board of Trustees
members particularly interested in the retention study.
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A MATTER OF TIME: Retention and Promotion

Major Positive Findings:

1.

The 1981-82 retainees gained an average of .85 of a year in reading
while retained. This represents an increase over the year leading up
to retention and is about average for low achievers nationwide.

The percentage of retainees gaining .8 of a year or more in math and
reading has increased slightly over the last three Yyears. This may
reflect the increased emphasis on helping retainees.

Parents of retainees are positive abcut their children's educational
experiences-and teachers this year.

Most administrators believe they have received adequate staff develop-
ment to implement the retention and promotion policy (79%) and adequate
support from central staff to carry out the policy (72%).

Staff development and other intervention efforts designed to help schools
deal with the needs of retainees were regarded as useful by most teachers

and administrators.

©

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1.

Math gains decrease between the year leading to retention and the reten-—
tion year, and then increase again once students are promoted. This
suggests that efforts must be made to challenge the students with more
new material in math during the retention year.

Retainees come closer to the District averages for their grade after
retention, but still score below average. Differences are smaller at
the primary grades than at the intermediate level.

Retainees gain less in both reading and math than a comparison group of
similar low achievers not. retained. Differences are consistent across

grade levels over three years in math; differences are smaller but sig-
nificant at most grade levels over three years in reading.

Only 40% of the elementary teachers surveyed feel adequately prepared

to deal with the needs of retainees. Administrators believe more direct
assistance from coordinators, more training in working with parents,
special transitional classes at the primary level, and summer school for
retainees have the most potential to help teachers and retainees.

The 1982 summer school for retainees was viewed positively by stafi and
carents. Mastery results revealed short-term achievement gains. How-
ever, long-term comparisons of ITBS results reveal that retainees who
attended svmmer school gained no more in reading than those who did not,
and gained significantly more in math in only 2 of 16 cases (those were
in Math Concepts). 6



HOW CAN 1LOW ACHIEVERS BE HELPED BEST?

Education has always had to deal with the question of how to best help
students who, for one reason or another, have not learned at an accept-
able rate and are far behind their classmates. Is it better to have the
students repeat a grade or to promote them? Retention is an important
matter of time--from the length of time students will be spending in the
school system to how their achievement will change over the years before
and after retention.

The pendulum of educational policy nationwide has swung back from the

days when social promotion was the norm and few students were retained
towards stricter, more formalized standards and more retenticns. New
policies which employ a wide variety of criteria in making retention
decisions have been set in districts across the country. Various combina-
tions of achievement test scores; social, emotional, and physical growth;
daily performance in basals and on classroom tests have all been used.
Some policies are very stringent and allow little room for teacher judge-
ment while others rely almost totally on it.

Austin's Retention Policy

In the Austin Independent School District (AISD), a new policy for elemen-
tary retentions was adopted in April 1981 and officially put into effect
during the 1981-82 school year. The new policy is more specific than the
old in several ways:

o It specifies that students who are at least one year behind
in their reading basals at grades one through six and/or
one year behind in mastering math competencies at grades
four through six should be considered for retention. Other
factors such as age, language, physical development, social
maturity, behavior, and absence rate should then also be
considered in making retention decisionms.

e It indicates that students should generally only be retained
once in grades K-3 and once in 4-6.

e It specifies that teachers and principals have the final
responsibility for retention decisions and details steps
to be taken in the process. Parents are to be nctified as
early as possible (at least two months before the end of
the school year) that retention is a possibility. Teachers
must confer with the parents and help them see the positive
aspects of retention. Teachers are also to prepare instruc-
tional information for the new fall teachers. The fall
teachers then must make sure students' learning needs are
considered and that they do not simply repeat the same mate-
rial in the same way again.

“
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Implementation of the Policy

Although the new policy was not officially in effect until the 1981-82
school year, it was published in April of 1981 and played at least some
part (based on survey results and retention rates) in increased reten-
tion rates during the 1980-81 school year as well.

Elementary Education was still in the planning stages for interventions
to help retainees during the 1981-82 school year, so those retained at
the end of 1980~81 had only the special help offered at the school level.
During the summer of 1982 and during the 1982-83 school year, several
efforts were inijtiated to help retainees:

e A five-week summer school including reading and math
instruction open to all elementary students in grades 1-6
who had ever been retained,

e Videotapes for teachers on diagnosis, self-concept, and
direct instruction with retainees,

o A pilot project in which instructional coordinators
offered assistance to a sample of teachers of first-grade
retainees,

e A videotape for spring 1982-83 on difficult parent-teacher
confereaces, and

° Individdal efforts by the schools which were shared in list
form with other schools.

Project PASS was alsc begun in 1982-83 in selected paired schools with a
focus on helping Black students' achievement. As part of this effort,
trainers tried to make sure teachers considered alternate learning strate-
gies for retainees.

In a more general way, principals and teachers were encouraged to consider
retention as a positive instructional option which simply provides students
with another chance and a little more time to master the material. Schools
were also given more support from the central administration in upholding
retention decisions.

Retention Evaluation

Austin ISD's Board of Trustees, Superintendent, and Cabinet asked that
the effects of these changes in the elementary policy be studied on a
limited basis over a three-year period. This is the second year of the
study. The effects of retention on the achievement of  these students
was to be and has been a major focus of the study.

oS
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Research conducted thus far nationwide has not been conclusive about
whether it is better to promote or retain students who are achieving
below expectations. There seem to be more studies at present to support
the view that retention is not more beneficial than grade promotion for
these students, but results are mixed and most studies are fraught with
methodological problems. The research conducted by the Office of Research
and Evaluation (ORE) has attempted to look at retainee achievement both
in terms of retainees'achievement growth patterns and the achievement
patterns of students with similar characteristics {(within the limits of
computerized information) who were not retained. An effort was also
made to determine how successful staff development and other efforts
designed to help retainees have been and what parents of retainees think
about the experience.

The achievement patterns of retainees over the last three years have been
studied. Retainees will always be discussed in terms of the year they
were recommended for retention in this report.

.o The 1979-80 retainees actually repeated a grade during the
1980-81 school year and were retained based on the old
general policy. A total of 652 students were retained at
the end of 1979-80.

e Students retained at the end of the 1980-81 school year
represent a transition group in that the new policy influ-
enced decisions but had not yet been implemented. While
1,224 students were recormended for retention, schools had
little additional assistance in meeting student needs during
the 1981-82 school year.

e The 1,443 students retained at the end of 1981-82 were the
first to be officially retained under the new policy. New
efforts were also implemented to help schools better deal
with the needs of retainees. )

The rest of this report will be organized around important questions
considered in evaluating the success of the new policy.

HOW DO SCEOOL PERSOMNEL VIEW THE NEW POLICY AND ASSISTANCE EFFORIS?

Samples of teachers and administrators were asked in February of 1983
whether they believed retention of students with serious achievement
problems is beneficial. About two tiirds of the administrators ané
three fourths of the teachers thought retenticn was beneficicl.

About 8-10%Z of those surveyed said retention was not a good idea, with
the rest neutral or unsure. Retention rates did vary considerably at
the end of 1981-82, with one or two students retained at a few schools
and 100 retained at another. Thus, while most school personnel agree
that retention can be beneficial for those with serious achievement
problems, the definition of "serious" and the philosophy on retention
still seem to vary considerably across schools.

4 9
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The teacher and administrator surveys also addressed the usefulness of
the videotapes on diagnosis, self-concept, and direct instruction.

These were previewed by principals in August and made available through
the Learning Resources Center (LRC). LRC records indicate 27 schools
checked out the tapes during the fall and winter of the 1982-83 school
year (a few others may have copied the tapes). Survey results indicated
that 68% of the elementary teachers had not seen the tapes. Since use
of the tapes was optional, this suggests that a number of principals

did not feel they were useful enough to fit into their. schools' busy

staff development schedules.

Approximately three fourths of the administrators believed they had
received adequate staff development to implement the policy (79%) and
adequate support from central staff in carrying out the policy (72%).

{4 239
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special supplemental materials and activities also received considerable
support (from 65% of respondents) with training in individualizing instruc-

tion supported by 57%.

Another major ihtervention effort this past year was the 1982 summer
school for anyone ever retained in grades 1-6. ‘ihe summer school
directors, teachers, central staff, and parents all had positive feelings

about the five-week program.

The fall teachers of the 1981-82 retainees

who -attended believed the students had better skills than.those who did
not attend (this was not true of 1980-81 retainees who attended summeYx
school). Mastery results in math showed an average mastery level of 87%,

tered at an 80% level. Unfortunately,

10
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for either the 1980-81 or 1981-82 retainees. The most likely explana-
tion seems to be that five weeks is not long enough to impact these
students' long-term achievement gains. It could also be that the new
1982~83 teachers were unable to capitalize on the extra skills these
students came in with in the fall.

Between December and May of this year, coordinators provided a sample of
first-grade teachers with lists of retainees and former pre-K students in
their classes and the offer of help with the students. Although coordina-
tors generally believed this did serve to focus attention on the students,
no impact was evident on the achievement of classes which were and were
not provided the lists. A more structured approach started eariier in the
year was suggested. :

WHAT DO PARENTS THINK ABOUT RETENTION?

The parents of about one third of the students retained last spring were
randomly selected to be surveyed about their attitudes towards retention.
Approximately 417% responded.

e About two thirds (61%) of the ﬁhrents said that their child's
teacher last spring made them feel comfortable about reten-
tion. However, a substantial group (27%) did not feel the
teacher helped them feel comfortable with the decisionm.

e Almost all (90%) of the parents felt good about their child's
teacher this year. Most (86-87%) thought the child was work-
ing harder this year than last and was having a'good learning
experience.

e About two thirds (69%) thought it was a good idea to keep
their child in the same grade this year. About 607% believed
retention decisions were made in a reasonable way in AISD.

Thus, parents seemed more positive about their children's educational
experience this year than about the notification process last spring.

HOW MUCH DO RETAINEES GAIN DURING THE GRADE REPEATED?

Retainees gain more in reading than in math during the year a grade 1s
repected.

Students retained at the end of 1981-82 gained .85 of a grade equivalent (GE)
year in reading and .65 of a GE year in math. The average rate of gain
varied from .5 of a GE year in math at grade 4 to 1.02 GE years in reading
at grade 2. (See Figure 1.) .

11
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Figure 1. GAINS OF 1981-82 RETAINEES IN READING AND MATH ON
THE ITBS BETWEEN SPRING 1982 and 1983.

The range cf gains also.varies widely for individual students-—-1981-82
retainees showed losses of up to .6 of a GE year and gains of up to 2.8

GE years. The extreme cases probably represent cases of invalid scores

in either 1982 or 1983, but the pattern does illustrate that some students
do show good gains after retention while others clearly do not.
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Figure 2 reveals that the percentage of retainees gaining at least .8 of
a GE year after one year of instruction (the average growth for low
achievers natiomwide) has increased slightly in both reading and math
over the last three years. Hopefully, this reflects the effects of the
inecreased emphasis on helping retainees.

MATH READING |
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Figure 2. PERCENTAGE OF RETAINEES SHOWING A GRADE
EQUIVALENT GAIN OF .8 OR MORE ON THE
ITBS AFTER RETENTION.

DO ACHIEVEMENT GAINS CHANGE BEFORE AND AFTER RETENTION?

The 1981-82 retainees gained more in reading after retenticn than during
the year leading to retention. Average growth rates increased from .61

to .85 of a GE year. However, average growin dzorensed in math , from .75
to .65 of a GE year.

For. the 1980-81 retainees, scores were available for the year before, during,
and after retention (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3. GROWTH--PATTERNS FOR 1930-81 RETAINEES BEFORE
DURING, AND AFTER RETENTION. Scores for
1979~80 were added for retainees in matched

- analyses. Sample sizes in reading were 205
for 1980-8! gains and 409 for other gains.
Sample sizes in math were 283 for '1980-1981
gains and 405 for subsequent gains., First
graders are ndt included due to lack of ITBS
scores for 1979-80.

This figure illustrates two important trends. In reading, students'
achievement gains improve for the retention year by about two months
(from .66 to .82 GE years) but then decline to the same low level (.85 of
a GE year) once the students are promoted. In math, an opposite trend is
evident--math gains drop from .72 to .63 of a.GE year between the year
leading up to retention and the retention year; they increase back up to
.77 of a GE year once the students are prcmoted. ’

The reading pattern suggests that students are doing poorly in reading
before retention, and retention does help these students' reading growth
rate. However, when they are promoted, they are not identified as stu-
dents with special needs and receive more difficult new material. Their
rate of growth again slows. Special efforts to maintain students' reading

14
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growth rate after retention mazv be necessary to prevent the same pattern
for 1981-82 retainees.

In math, students were not quite as far behind when retained as in reading.
Unfortunately, their growth slows during the retention year, possibly as a
result of a lack of presentation of new material. Once promoted and pre-
sented with new material, their growth rate increases to the level seen
before retention. This pattern suggests that special efforts may have to
be made to build on the math skills retainees come in with and that they
should not simply repeat the same math material. '

The pattern is not as dramatic in reading if only those with scores for
all four years are. considered. The students' growth rate increases from
.67 to .76 GE years between the year lead’ng to retention and the reten-
tion year, but remain at a growth rate of .74 of a GE year once the stu-

dents are promoted. Gains are about even during and after retention.

DO RETATNEES "QAICH UP'" TO GRADE LEVEL AFTER RETENTION?

One contention in favor of retention is that students are able to "catch
up" to the skill level of their classmates. Retention, it is hoped, will
allow the students to function with the middle group rather than always
being the lowest in the class. Retainees' scores after retention were com-—
pared to the average scores for AISD students at the same grade level to
see if they did "catch up" (see Figures 4 and 5).
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Figure 4. READING ITBS MEAN GE SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND ALSD ot
OVERALL: SPRING 1983. Retailnees included are those used
in matched group analyses.
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Figure 5. MATH ITBS MEAN GE SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND AISD
OVERALL: SPRING 1983. Retainees included are
those used in matched group analyses.

Retainees come closer to the District average after repeating a grads, bui
still score below average at each grade level. Retainees come closer %o
the District average at the primary grades and in math as opposed to reading.

The difference in reading increases from .21 of a grade equivalent year at
grade one to 2.0 GE years at grade six. The difference in math increases
from .09 to 1.7 GE years between grades one and six. Students come closest
to average at grade one.

. HOW DOES THE ACHIEVEMENT OF 1LOW ACHIEVERS WHO ARE RETAINED AND PROMDTED COMPARE?

It is difficult to say how retainees would have achieved if they had been pro-
moted rather than retained: Our best estimate is a comparison of retainees
with other low achievers matched on as many characteristics as possible (ITBS
pretest scores, age, sex, ethnicity, free-lunch status, special education
status, and limited English proficiency status). Obviously, the fact remains
that one group was promoted and the other retained, and matching cannot con-
trol for some important factors (e.g., absentee rate and physical, social,

and emotional growth) which may have played an important part in deciding

whom to retain. On the other hand, the fact that retention rates vary. so

16
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greatly from school to school (from .3% to 15% last year) means that a
low ‘achiever who would be retained at one school might be promoted at
another. This should tend to equalize the groups. Thus, while caution
must be taken in comparing the achievement of retainees and matches,
these results still represent our best estimate of how the retained stu-
dents would have donme if promoted.

One-year, two-year, and three-year follow-ups were done on the achieve-
ment of 1981-82, 1980-81, and 1979-80 retainees, respectively. Overall,
retainees gained less than similar nonretainees in both reading and math.
Differences were larger in math than reading. By grade level, differences
were always significant in math but not in reading.

e In math, retainees gained about .40 of a GE year less than
low achievers with similar characteristics after one year
(.66 versus 1.06 of a GE year), .57 of a GE year less after
two years (1.40 versus 1.97 grade equivalent years), and .60
less after three years (2.16 versus 2.76 grade equivalent
years).

e In reading, retainees gained .18 less than similar low
achievers after one year (.89 versus 1.07 GE years). They
gained .38 less after two years (1.47 versus 1.85 GE years),
and .57 less after three years (2.26 versus 2.83 GE years).

e By grade, 1981-82 retainees gained significantly less in
reading at grades 1, 2, 4, and 6 after one year. The 1980-81
retainees scored significantly lower than matches at grades 1
through 4 (every grade checked). The 1979-80 retainees in
grades one and two gained significantly less at grade one but
not at grade two (the only grades checked). Regression analyses
were not run at other grades after two and three years because of
small sample sizes.

chievers who are.pro- .
e'year and are slightly
S raoed v Boevar T
ir younger class- -7
‘same-age class=,

mates

One interpretation of these results is that most retainees would be better
off if promoted. Similar students who are promoted show better gains overall,
and retainees can never regain the time lost during the year repeated. The
‘problem of being a low achiever is not avoided, because both groups progres-
sively grow farther behind their classmates in achievement. On the other
hand, it could be argued that the right students (those who gain at a2 slower
rate) were retained, and that the retained students are batter off because
they score closer to the grade-level average af:er retention. Their future
educational experiences may be more positive, and success may be more likely.
1

12 17
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WHAT CAN BE SATD ABOUT RETAINEE ACHIEVEMENT OVERALL?

It appears that AISD is doing a good job of increasing the gains of
retainees in reading during the retention year. Gains increase to a
level that is about average for low achievers nationwide. There is
 some evidence that gains decrease once students are promoted; care
must be taken to provide continuing support for these students'
~ special needs even after the retention year is over.

Math gains are higher than those in reading before the students are
retained. Unfortunately, their rate of gain decreases during the
retention year and increases again afterwards. This suggests chat
students may not be challenged enough with new material during the
retention year.

Some students show very good gains after retention--others do not.
The new policy seems to have had a small impact—-the percentage of
retainees gaining .8 GE year or more has increased in both reading
and math over the last three years.

Although retention brings retainees closer to the average level of
achievement for their grade, students still score slightly below
grade level, on the average, even after retention. Retainees also
‘seem to show smaller achievement gains than similar low achievers
overall, especially in math.

Continued emphasis on meeting the special needs of retainees both
during and after the retention year could result in better achieve-
ment for these students. ‘

18
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(Pub. No. 81.66), Austin Independent School District, April 1982.

This design describes the evaluation plan for the 1982 summer school
for elementary retainees.
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Retention/Promotion
Appendix A

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS (ITBS)
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Instrument Description: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, 1978 Edition, Form 7

Brief description of the inSCruhenc:

The ITBS is a standardized multiple-choice achievement test battery. Level 5 was
given to kindergarten students to measure skills in the areas of listening (spring
only), language (fall and spring), and math (spring only). Levels 7 and 8 were given
to grades 1-and 2, respectively, to measure skills in the areas of word analysis,
vocabulary, reading comprehension, spelling, math concepts, math problems, and math
computation. ITBS levels 9-14 were administered to grades 3-8 with the test level for
students in grades 4-6 chosen on the basis of their previous achievement scores (with
teacher review). Levels 9-14 include subtests in all the areas mentioned for levels 7
and 8, except for word analy$is. In addition, levels 9-14 include subtests measuring
capitalization, punctuation, usage, visual materials, and reference materials.

To whom was the instrument administered?

All elementary and junior high students, grades K-8. Special education students were
. exempted as per Board Policy 5127 and its supporting administrative regulation. Stu-
dents of limited English proficiency (LEP) were not exempt, but could be excused afte
one test on which they could not function validly. Scores for students who were mbno-g

lingual or dominant in a language other than English were not included in the school
or District summaries.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once to each student in grades 1-8, twice to students in kindergarten.

When was the instrumenc‘adminiscered?

Kindergarten students were tested the week of September 7-10. The elementary schools
administered the test April 19, 20, and 21 to .students in grades K-6. Students in

grades 7 and 8 were tested on February 15, 16, and 17. Tests were administered in
the morning. Make—ups were administered the week after the regular testing.

Whare was the instrument administered?

In each AISD elementary and junior -high:school, usually in the student's regular
clarsroom. ) S

Who administered the instrument?

Classroom teachers in the elementary schools. In the junior high schools, the
counselor or principal administered the test over the public address system using

taped directions provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test proctors in their classroom
a2t these schools.

What training did the administrators have?

Building Test Coordinators parzicipated in planning gessions prior to the testing.
Teacher training was the responsibility of the Building Test Coordinator. However,
teacher inservice training was available from ORE upon request. Teachers and coun-
selors received written instructions from ORE, including a checklist of procedures
and a script to.follow in test administracion.

Were there problems with the insStrument oT the administration that might affect
the validity of the data? : :

No known problems with the instrument. Problems in the administration are documented
in the monitors' reports which are available at ORE.

Wno developed the instrument?

The University of Iowa. The IT3S is published by the Riverside Publishing Ceampany.

What reliabilicy and validicy data are available on the instrurent?

The reliability of individual subtests and area totals, as summarized by Kuder-
Richardson Formula 20 coefficients, ranges from .75 to .97, across test levels.
Coefficients for tne total battery range from .94 to .99, across test levels. CZgui-
valent-forms reliability coefficients, calculated for grades 3-8, range from .71 to
.92, across subtests and area totals. The issues of content and construct validity
are addressed in the publisher's preliminary technical summary, pp.l13-15.

Are there norm data awailable for interpretinc the results?

Norm data are available in the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides empiricai
norms (grade equivalent, percentile, stanice) for the fall-and spring. Interpolated
norms are available for midyear. National, large city, and school tuiiding norms are
available.

ERIC R <2
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Purpose

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) results were used to gain information
relevant to the following decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D1: What effects has the District policy on
retention/promotion had on achievement? on retention rates?
Should the District policy be altered?

Evaluation Question D1-5: What were the achievement levels
of 1981-82 retainees in spring 19827 How much did they gain
between spring 1981 and spring 1982? How does this compare
to their rate of gain between spring 1982 and spring 19837
by ethnicity?

Evaluation Question D1-6: How much did LEP 1981-82 retainees
gain between spring 1982 and spring 1983 compared to other
retainees?

Evaluation Question D1-7: How do the achievement levels and
gains in reading and math of 1981-82 retainees after one year
compare to those of 1979-80 and 1980~81 retainees after one
year?

Evaluation Question D1-8: How do the achievement levels and
gains of 1981-82 retained students compare to a group of simi~
lar students (matched on factors such as previous achievement
gains, age, sex, ethnicity, special education status, LEP A
and B status) after one year?

Evaluation Question D1-9: How does the average achievement
of the 1981-82 retainees and the matched group compare to the
average for all AISD students in the same grade?

Evaluation Question D1-10: How does the achievement of 1980-81
retainees and a matched group compare after two years?

Evaluation Question Dl-11l: How does the achievement of students
retained as first and second graders in 1979-80 and a matched
group compare after three years?

Decision Queétion L2: How effective have efforts been directed towards.
retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-4: How did the achievement of retainees
who did and did not attend summer school compare on emphasized
math and reading skills?
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Evaluation Question D2-5: Did the achievement of summer
school retainees who received home visits, phone calls to
former teachers, or no extra contacts differ on skills
emphasized?

Evaluation Question D2-6: Did the achievement of summer
school students who received follow-up activities in the
mail differ from other students on skills emphasized?

Decision Question D3: Can students who will benefit from retention
be identified?

Evaluation Question D3-1: What characteristics of students who
benefit from retention can be identified?

Procedure

Achievement Gains of Retainees

Evaluation questions D1-5, D1-6, and D1-7 required calculation of mean gains
in grade equivalents for retainees. All students retained at the end of
1981-82 who had Reading Total and Math Total scores for the required years
were included in the analyses. Special circumstances cases were eliminated
as well as anyone promoted between the spring of 1981-82 and 1982-83 (the
testing grade levels had to be the same). '

To answer questions D1-5 and D1-7, the District Priorities programmer wrote
a program which listed individual student scores and gains in the Reading
Total and Math Total areas for 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83. These were
done by grade and rank order of gain size between 1981-82 and 1982-83. For
each grade, she also calculated the total N, number and percent special edu-
cation students, number and percent LEP students, and the number gaining
more than eight months in grade equivalents from 1981-82 to 1982-83. .One-
year gains for 1981-82 retainees were then compared to those of 1979-80 and
1980-81 retainees based on data produced last year during the retention
study.

Evaluation question D1-6 required separating the Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) 1981-82 retainees from those who were not LEP. LEP retainees were
defined as anyone with a LEP status code of 0, 2-6 or 8 on the LANG file.
These students all receive some type of bilingual services. The same type
of listings of individual scores and gains were then produced for LEP stu-
dents in the reading and math areas.
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Matched Groups

One-year followup. Evaluation question D1-8 calls for a comparison of gains
made by 1981-82 retainees and a similar group of nonretainees between spring
1982 and spring 1983. All 1981-82 retainees who had scores for the Reading
Total or Math Total sections of-the ITBS for 1981-82 and 1982-83 were eli-
gible for the sample with two exceptions. Students whose scores were
invalid due to special circumstances and students promoted between spring
1982 and spring 1983 were not included.

Students were matched on a number of factors independently for reading and
math. Reading Total or Math Total scores for 1981-82 had to be within six
grade equivalent months and were generally much closer. The matching pro-
gram searched for an identical match first. If none was available, the
closest higher match or lower match was chosen in an alternating sequence.
If a lower case was not available, two higher cases were chosen followed

by two lower cases to create a balanced sample. Students also had to be
within six months of age of each other. Matches also had to be of the same
sex, ethnicity, free lunch status (free or reduced-price lunch), special
education status, and LEP (A and B) status. This data was based on the
1982-83 Student Master File and ITBS file. This matching procedure was the
same as that used last year except for the addition of LEP A and B status.

Some additional checks were made this-year to check the comparability of
the groups. Descriptive statistics on all of the variables used in match-
ing were run, as well as listings of the individual scores and gains for
the students for 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83. These scores were examined
to see if gains were consistent across grades and to see if any students
had shown large losses between 1980-81 and 1981-82 (the 1981-82 scores were
the ones matched). 1In reviewing the scores, it was found that the matched
nonretainees were more likely to show patterns of a loss in grade equiva-
lent scores between 1980-81 and 1981-82 and a large gain between 1981-82
and 1982-82. These cases were considered to be largely a problem of invalid
measurement in 1981-82. In order to correct this problem, any students in
either the retainee or matched groups who had lost four months or more in
grade equivalents between 1980-81 and 1981-82 or 1981-82 and 1982-83 were
eliminated from the sample.

Two other new adjustments were made this year. Retainees who had been
retained more than once were eliminated from the sample, and students
retained before 1981-82 were not allowed to be matches for retainees. This
was done in an effort to assure a clear comparison of student progress.
Thus, first-time retainees are being compared to other low achievers with
similar characteristics who have not been retained from the spring of 1979-80
on. Matches were then rerun with these additional qualifiers. Sample sizes
were reduced slightly. The number of cases varied from 0 at grade 6 to 17
at grade 4 in math, and from 3 in grade 6 to 15 in grade 4 in reading. The
file names for the 1981-82 matched groups are EDPRTM82 for math and EDPRTR82
for reading.
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Two-year and three-year followups. Evaluation questio~- 2i-10 and Di-11

address the achievement of 1980-81 and 1979-80 retainees and matches after
two and three years, respectively. Matches determined last year were used--
students were not rematched. All pairs of 1980-81 retainees and matches
which had ITBS scores in reading or math for spring 1981 and spring 1983
were included (except special circumstamcescases). Likewise, all 1979-80
retainees and matcheg from 1979-80 who had spring 1980 and spring 1983
scores were included. Tables were then computer—generated showing students'
ITBS scores and gains for each year. Sample sizes were large enough to run
regression analyses for grades one through four for the 1980-81 r: ainees:
and matches and for grades one and two for 1979-80 retainees and cheir
matches. The file names for 1980-81 are EDPRTM81 and EDPRTR81. Those for
1979-80 are EDPRTM80 and EDPRTR80.

A total of 24 regression analyses were run for these followup groups: 12

for 1981-82 (grades one to six in reading and math), eight for 19%0-81 (grades
one to four in reading and math, and four for 1979-80 (grades one and two

in reading and math). '

Summer School. Evaluation question D2-4 asks whether the achievement of
retainees who attended and did not attend summer school varied on reading and
math skills emphasized in summer school. Matched groups were dravm last .
November based on program service (Chapter 1, Chapter 1 Migrant, LEP, Special
Education), sex; ethnicity, age, grade, and Reading Total and Math Total ITBS
scores. Students had to be served by the same programs, be of the same eth-
nicity (Hispanic, Black, or Other), and be within one year of each other in
age. After these matches were done, the program forced a match with the
student with the closest higher or lower score on an alternating basis.
Students in grades one to three had to match within six grade equivalent
months. Those at four to six were allowed nine months (for the 1981-82
retainees only).

All students retained in 198182 and 1980-81 who attended the 1982 summer
school were eligible for the sample. Students had to have identification
numbers and valid ITBS scores in reading and math for spring 1982. A
total of 551 students retained in 1981-82 and 146 retained in 1980-81 were
eligible for.the sample given these restrictions. Final sample sizes were:

Math Reading
1981-82 425 393
1980-81 ’ 105 101.

The sample was checked after the ITBS testing in April. Anyone who had

left AISD or who had no scores for spring 1983 was dropped from the sample.
Final sample sizes were large enough to allow regression analyses for grades
1, 2, 3, 4, 5/6 for the 1981-82 .ctainee group and grades 2, 3-6 for the
1980-81 retainee group. Descriptive statistics on all variables were then
run including all reading and math subtests. Reading includes Vocabulary
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and Reading Comprehension tests; math includes Math Concepts, Math Problem
Solving, and Math Computation tests. The math skills emphasized during the
summer program were math concepts and problem solving, so these were the
areas for which regression analyses were run. In reading, vocabulary was
stressed at grade one and reading comprehension was stressed at the other
grades. A total of 21 regression analyses were therefore run as follows:

READING MATH
\ 80-81
Grade 1 Vocabulary Math Concepts, Problem Soliving
Reading Comprehension " " n
3_6 n " n 1] n
81-82
Grade 1 Vocabulary Math Concepts, Problem Solving
2 Reading Comprehension " " "
3 " " " " "
4 " 1" 1" n "
5/6 " " " " "

In addition, mean scores for 1982 and 1983 for these areas were calculated
for retainees who received home visits, telephone calls to teachers, both,
or neither and for those who received general and specific followup activi-

ties after the regular session was over. The file names are EDPRTSS1 and
EDPRTSS2. '

Regression Analyses. The same basic regression procedures were used for
the one, two, and three-year followups and summer school comparisons. All
datz analyses were done at AISD on the IBM 4341 computer. The following
steps were taken:

1) Scatterplots were produced showing pretest and posttest
scores for the retainees and matches.

These were examined for extreme outliers and correlations between pre- and
posttest scores. Examination of 81-82 plots led to the listing of individ-
ual scores and subsequent adjustments to the sample. No cases were dropped
from the 1980-81 and 1979-80 samples based on the plots.

2) Regression analyses were run to determine whether retainees and
matched nonretainees progressed at similar rates after one, two,
and three years based on ITBS.Reading Total and Math Total scores.
Jenning's regression program (MODEL) was brought to AISD this vear.
It is very similar to the SORE SPOT program developed last year at
ORE, and tests for curvilinear and linear trends in the data. The
MODEL program also checks to see if F valugs are significant.
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3) Regression lines were then plotted using the PLOT program on
SPSS and reviewed for trends.

A description of the variables and models used is shown in Attachment A-l.
A total of 49 regression analyses were run.

Discriminant Analyses

Evaluation Question D3-1 requires a discriminant analysis to see if any
characteristics of successful and unsuccessful retainees can be identified.
ITBS Reading Total scores were used to classify students as successful and
unsuccessful. Those who gained .8 of a year or more were defined as suc-
_cessful; those who gained less were defined as unsuccessful. The results of
the discriminant analyses are shown in.Apwendix I.

Mean Gains

Mean grade equivalent scores for 1981-82 retainees were determined by grade
and ethnicity for the spring 1983 Reading Total and Math Total sections.
The data analyst for testing calculated mean grade equivalent scores by
grade and ethnicity for all students tested in these areas. Results were
then compared to answer evaluation question D1-9.

- Results

Evaluation Question D1-5. What were the achievement levels of 1981-82
retainees in spring 1982? How wuch did they gain between spring 1981 and
spring 1982? How does this compare to their rate of gain between spring
1982 and spring 1983? by ethnicity?

Figure A-1 shows the Reading Total and Math Total grade equivalent scores
and gains for 1981-82 retainees during spring 1981, 1982, and 1983.

Spring 1982 Achievement

Refainees for all grade levels were scoring well below the expected grade
equivalent score for an average student of the same grade (X.8).

e In féading, the difference increases from .75 of a grade
equivalent year at grade one to 2.3 grade equivalent years
at grade six. Fourth and fifth graders were both about

1.8 years below the expected level for average students at
their grade. :
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o In math, the difference between retainee achievement and
the national average increased from .6 of a grade equiva-
lent year at grade one to two years at grade six. Achieve-
ment for students in the primary grades (1, 2, and 3) was
closer to average than that at the intermediate grades.

In general, achievement-levels in reading were somewhat lower than those
in math.

Gains: 1981 to 1982

In reading, gains for the year leading up to retention ranged from .43 to
.74 grade equivalent years. Gains were greatest (.70 and .74) at grades
three and five and smallest (.43) at grade two.

In math, gains between 1981 and 1982 ranged from .59 to .89 of a grade
equivalent year. Gains were greatest at grade five and smallest at grade

four.

Thus, gains were also slightly smaller in reading than in math for the
year leading up to retention.

Gains: 1982 to 1983

In reading, gains for the year students were actually retained in grade
ranged from .55 of a GE year at grade six to 1.02 GE years at grade two.

On the average, retainees gained .85 of a GE year in reading. Retainees
scored one month above grade level on the average at grade one (1.9);

they were still below grade level at the other grades. A’

Gains in math between 1982 and 1983 ranged from .50 of a GE year at grade
four to .81 of a GE year at grade three. Gains were generally smaller in
math than reading. On the average, retainees gained .65 of a GE year in

math. Students were at grade level in math in grades one, two, and three
after retention; they were still below grade level at grades four, five,

and six.

No real pattern of greater overall gains at particular grades was evident
in reading and math. The gains were the most even at grade three,; where
retainees gained about .8 of a GE year in both reading and math.

Figure A-2 shows the range of gains made by 1981-82 retainees by grade, as
well as the number and percent gaining eight GE months or more or less
than eight months. In reading, the highest percentage of students gained
eight months or more at grades two, three, and five (61 to 67%). The
lowest percentage gained eight GE months or more at grade six (35%). In
math, smaller percentages gained eight GE months or more. The highest
percentages gaining eight GE months or more were 51% at grades three and
five. Only 37% of fourth graders gained eight GE months or more.

Q  ‘ ‘ 235’
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READING

GRADE 1981 One-Year Gain 1982 One-Year Gain 1983 Two-Year Gain
1 1.05 0.85 1.90
N=315 N=315 N=315
9 1.22 0.43 1.65 1.02 2.67 1.44
N=111 N=111 N=156 N=156 N=156 N=111
3 1.83 0.70 2.51 0.83 3.34 1.50
N=76 N=76 N=99 N=99 N=29 N=76
4 2.43 0.62 3.00 0.75 3.75 1.37
N=92 N=92 N=113 N=113 N=113 N=92
5 3.28 0.74 4.03 0.84 4.87 1.58
N=79 N=79 N=92 N=92 N=92 N=79
6 3.71 0.63 4.48 0.55 5.03 1.24
N=23 N=23 N=29 N=29 N=29 N=23
AVG.=.61 AVG.=.85
: ATH
GRADE 1981 One-Year Gain 1982 One-Year Gain 1983 Two-Year Gain
1 1.20 .64 1.84
N=345 N=345 N=345
" 1.39 .75 2.13 .64 2.77 1.39
- N=117 N=117 N=161 N=161 N=161 N=117
3 2.22 .79 3.01 .81 3.82 1.62
N=80 N=80 N=107 N=107 N=107 N=80
4 2.76 .59 3.34 .50 3.84 1.13
N=102 N=102 N=120 N=120 N=120 N=102
5 3.47 .89 4,37 .71 5.08 1.60
N=87 N=87 N=97 N=97 N=97 N=87
6 3.87 .82 4.79 .64 5.43 1.48-—
N=26 N=26 N=31 N=31 N=31 N=26
AVG.=.75 AVG.=.65
Figure A-1l. TTBS READING TOTAL AND MATH TOTAL SCORES FOR 1981-82

RETAINEES:

SPRING 1981, 1982, 1983.

tained at the end of the 1981-82 school year.

equivalent scores and
and after retention and for the two-year period.

Students were re-
Mean grade
gains are shown for the year before

The 1982

score is not always an exact total of the 1981 score and
gain due to unequal sample sizes.

A-10
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READING

e Ramge | g L Smontss < 8 monthe
1 -1.9 to +2.8 166 75207 149 . 47.3
2 -.7 to + 2.5 105 67.3 51 32.7
3 -.6 to +2.1 60 60.6 39 39.4
4 -1.3 to +2.8 59 52.2 54 47.8
5 -.9 to +2.3 56 60.9 >36 | 39.1
6 -1.0 to +2.4 10 34,5 19 65.5
Total -.6 to +2.8 456 56.7 348 43.3
MATH
# Gaining % Gaining # Gaining # Gaining
GRADE Range > 8 months > 8 months < 8 months < months
1 —;6 to +2.3 143 41.4 202 58.6
2 -.2 to +2.6 67 41.6 94 58.4
3 -.4 to +2.2 55 51.4 52 48.6
4 -1.0 to +1.9 4t 36.7 76 63.3
5 -.8 to +2.4 49 o 50.5 48 49.5
6 -.3 to +2.1 12 38.7 19 61.3
Total -.2 to +2.6 .370 43.0‘ 491 | 57.0

Figure A-2. RANGE OF GAINS BY GRADE FOR 1981-82 RETAINEES. Shows gains
-~ . ..-in grade. equivalent scores on the Reading TQFalm%né,Math Total
sections of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). oo
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Figure A-3 reveals that a slightly higher percentage of the 1981-82 retainees
gained .8 GE years or more in both reading and math compared to those retained
in previous years. :

Students Gain- Students Gain-
ing .8 GE Years ing .7 GE Years
Range or More or Less
of
N Gains No. Percent | No. Percent
ITBS READING TOTAL
SPRING 1980 RETAINEES | 327 | -1.0 to +3.0} 168 51.4% 159 48.6%
SPRING 1981 RETAINEES | 650 | -.9 to +3.2 | 345 53.1% 305 46,97
SPRING 1982 RETAINEES | 804 | -.6 to +2.8 | 456 56.7% 348 43.3%
ITBS MATH TOTAL
SPRING 1980 RETAINEES | 331 | -1.3 to +2.5| 112 33.8% 219 66.27%
SPRING 1981 RETAINEES | 672 | -1.1 to +2.7| 244 36.2% 430 63.8%
SPRING 1982 RETAINEES | 861 | -.2 to +2.6 | 370 43.0% 491 57.0%

Figure A-3. MATH AND READING ITBS GAINS FOR 1979-80, 1980-81, AND 1981-82
RETAINEES. Students were reocmmended for retention at the end
of these school years. . Sample sizes (N) represents the number
of students with pre- and posttest scores. Pretest scores
were those for the spring when retention was recommended; post-
test scores were those for the spring of the year students were
really retained.
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A look at 1981-82 retainees' individual gains reveals a number of students
who actually showed losses in grade equivalent gains between the time re-
tention was recommended and completed. Losses in grade equivalent scores
are usually considered to indicate invalid measurement. The losses are

also a signal that these students were definitely not interested in trying
on the tests and may also be disinterested in school in general. The number
of losses in grade equivalents was distributed as shown below across grades

MATH READING
Grade Number Percent Number Percent
1 20/345 5.8% 24/315 7.6%

2 7/161 4.3% 3/156 1.9
3 5/107 4.7% 7/99 7.1%
4 19/120 15.8% 11/113 9.7%
5 6/97 6.2% 11/92 12.0%
6 5/31 16.1% 6/29 20.7%
Total 62/883 7.02  62/804 7.7%

Figure A-4. LOSSES IN GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES FOR 1981-82
RETAINEES BETWEEN SPRING 1982 AND SPRING 1983.
Mean grade equivalent scores for the Reading
Total and Math Total sections on the ITBS were
examined. '

Thus, the greatest percentage of students showed losses at grades four and
six.

It is also interesting to note that 12-137% of those tested in reading and

math respectively were special education students. About 15-18% were LEP
students in reading and math.
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' TRENDS BY ETHNICITY — READING

Figure A-5 shows gains for 1981-82 retainees between 1982 and 1983.

Anglos had slightly higher achievement in reading than minori-
ties when retained (1981-82) and after being retained (1982-83).
Hispanics showed slightly higher achievement than Blacks when
retained at grades two, three, and five, but Blacks showed
higher achievement at grade six. '

Gains for the year leading up to retention (1980-81 to 1981-82)
varied from .3 grade equivalent years for Hispanics at grade

two (N=58) to 1.1 grade equivalent years for Anglos at ‘grade
six (N=5). Most were in the .5 to .8 grade-equivalent-year
range. Black and Anglo gains seemed to be slightly higher, on
the average, than Hispanic gains. )

Gains for the year students were retained (1981-82 to 1982-83)
ranged from four months for Hispanic sixth graders (N=12) to 1.2
grade equivalent years for Anglo second graders (N=38) . Most

‘were in the .8 to 1.0 grade equivalent range. Anglos showed

the greatest gains at grades two, four, five, and six, with
Hispanics showing the greatest gains at grade three and Blacks
and Anglos showing the greatest gains at grade one.

Gains were slightly larger for the year the students were
actually retained (1982-83) compared to. the year pefore reten-
tion (1981-82), on the average. However, this was not true at
every grade level. Anglo retainees showed greater gains for the
year retained at grades two, three, four, and six, but gains
were the Same both years at grade five. Gains for Hispanic
retainees were larger at grades two, three, and five, the same
size at grade four, and smaller at grade six. The gains for
Black retainees were larger at grades two and four, the same
size at grade five, and smaller at grades three and six.
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‘READING

1981-82 BLACK RETAINEES

1-YR. 1-YR. 2-YR.

GRADE 1981 GAIN 1982 GAIN 1983 GAIN
L 1.0 1.0 1.9
N=90 N=90 N=90
2 1.0 0.5 1.5 0.9 2.4 1.4
N=26 N=26 =34 N=34 N=34 N=26
'3 1.7 0.8 2.3 0.8 3.1 1.5
N=25 N=25 N=35 N=35 N=35 N=25
4 2.3 0.6 2.9 0.8 3.7 1.4
N=32 N=32 N=37 N=37 N=37 N=32
5 3.1 0.8 3.8 0.9 4.7 1.6
N=38 N=38 N=39 N=39 N=39 N=38
6 3.6 1.0 4.4 0.5 4.9 1.5
N=8 N=8 N=10 N=10 N=10 N=8

1981-82 HISPANIC RETAINEES

. 1.0 0.8 1.8
N=151 N=151 N=151
2 1.3 0.3 1.6 1.0 2.6 1.3
N=58 N=58 N=81 N=81 N=81 N=58
3 1.7 0.7 2.4 0.9 3.3 .
N=35 N=35 N=40 N=40 N=40 N=35
. 2.4 0.6 2.9 0.7 3.6 1.2
N=50 N=50 N=62 N=52 N=62 N=50
5 3.4 " 0.6 4.1 0.8 4.9 1.5
N=33 N=33 N=42 N=42 Nm42 N=33
6 3.6 0.5 4.3 0.4 4.7 0.9
N=10 _ N=10 =12 §=12 N=12 N=10
1981-92 ANGLO RETAINEES
1.2 1.0 2.2
N=69 N=69 N=69
) 1.4 0.5 1.9 1.2 3.1 1.7
N=25 N=25 N=38 N=38 N=38 N=25
3 2. 0.5 2.9 0.8 3.7 1.3 ¢
N=15 N=15 N=23 N=23 N=23 N=13
4 2.9 0.8 1.6 1.0 4.6 1.9
N=10 N=10 N=13 N=13 . N=13 N=10
5 3.6 1.1 A 1.1 5.5 2.0
N=7 =7 N=10 N=10 §=10 N=7
. %1 To.a T 49 0.9 5.8 1.6
N=5 N=5 N=7 N=7 W=7 . N=5

Tigure A-5. READING GAINS OVER TwO YEARS BY ETHNICITY. Reading Total Mean
on the grade equiwvalent scores and zains on the ITBS for stu-
dents recommended for ratention at the end of 1981-82. Gains
shown from spring 198l to spring 1982, spring 1982 to spriag 1583,
and spring 1981 to spring 1983. Anglo scores include Oriental and
American Indian studenrs. The 1981 score plus the one-vear za2in
will not necessarily total the 1982 score due zo differences in
sample sizes.
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TRENDS BY ETHNICITY — MATH

Figure A-6 shows math gains by ethnicity.

Summarg

Anglos tended to have slightly higher achievement when retained
(1981-82) than minority students; this was also true after the
students were retained (1982-83). Hispanics had slightly higher
achievement when retained than Blacks except at grade four; after
retention, Hispanics still had slightly higher achievement except
at grades one and six.

Gains between 1980-81 and 1981-82 (the year prior to retention)
were similar for all ethnic groups except at grades one and six
(sample sizes were small at these levels). Average gains (exclud-
ing grade one) varied from .5 to 1.2 grade equivalent years, with
most in the seven—to eight-month range.

Gains between 1981-82 and 1982-83 (when the students were
actually retained) at the primary level did not vary by more
than .1 of a grade equivalent year. However, gains at the
intermediate level did vary, although small sample sizes must
be kept in mind interpreting results (especially for Anglo stu-
dents). Anglo students gained more than minority students at
grade four; minority students gained more than Anglo students
at grade five; and Anglo students gained more than minority
students at grade six.

Two-year gains did not differ greatly across groups except at
grades four and six. Anglos gained more at grade four and
Blacks seemed to gain more at grade six.

Rate of gain between 1980-81 and 1981-82 and from 1981-82 to
1982-83 ‘did not vary in a systematic way. Anglo gains increased
slightly at grades three, four, and six, decreased at grade

five, and stayed the same at grade two. Black gains increased

at grade six, decreased at grades two, four, and five, and stayed
the same at grade three. Hispanic gains decreased at grades five
and six and stayed the same at grades two, three, and four. »

Several main points can be made about the pattern of achievement of the
1981-82 retainees.

1.

Their achievement in reading was lower than their achievement
in math when they were retained.. The students had made
slightly smaller gains in reading during the year leading up
to retention than in math.
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MATH
1981-82 BLACK RETAINEES :
I-YR. 1 YR. 2 IR.
GRADE 1981 GAIN 1982 GAIN 1983 GAIN
! 1.1 0.7 1.8
N=91 N=91 N=91
) 1.2 0.8 2.0 0.6 2.6 1.4
N=28 N=28 N=37- N=37 N=37 N=28
3 2.0 0.8 2.8 0.8 3.6 1.7
N=22 N=22 N=33 Ne33 N=33 N=22
A .6 0.6 3.3 0.4 3.7 1.0
N=34 N=34 N=41 N=41 N=41 N=134
5 3.3 0.8 4.1 0.7 4.8 1.5
N=39 N=39 N=41 N=41 N=41 N=39
6 3.5 1.2 4.6 0.6 5.2 1.7
N=8 N=8 N=10 N=10 N=10 N=8
1981-82 HISPANIC RETAINEES
) 1.2 0.6 1.8
N=178 N=178 N=178
. 1.4 0.7 2.1 0.7 2.8 1.4
= N=62 N=52 N=52 N=82 N=82 . N=62
3 2.3 0.8 3.0 0.8 3.8 1.6
N=39 N=39 N=47 N=47 N=47 N=39
. 2.8 0.5 3.3 0.5 3.8 1.1
N=55 N=55 Nu63 N=63 N=63 N=55
5 3.6 0.9 4.5 0.8 5.3 "1.6
N=18 N=38 N=43 N=43 N=43 N=38
6 3.9 0.7 4.7 0.5 5.2 1.3
N=13 N=13 N=14 N=14 N=14 N=13
1981-82 ANGLO RETAINEES
) 1.3 0.7 2.0
N=71 N=71 N=71 T
) 1.5 0.7 2.2 0.7 2.9 1.4
N=25 N=2% N=139 N=39 N=39 N=25
) 2.4 0.7 .2 0.8 4.0 1.6
N=18 N=18 N=26 N=26 N=26 N=18
“ 3.0 0.7 3.5 0.9 4.4 1.5
Nul3 N=13 N=15 N=15 N=15 N=13
5 3.8 1.1 4.7 0.5 5.2 1.6
N=9 N=9 N=12 - N=12Z N=12 Nu9
6 4.5 0.5 5.3 0.9 6.2 1.5
N=5 N=5 N=7 N=7 N=7 N=5
Figure A-6. MATH GAINS BETWEEN 1981 AND 1983 BY ETHNICITY. Mach Toctal ITBS

mean grade equivalent scores are shown for sctudents retalned at
the end of 1981-82 for spring 1981, 1982, and 1983. One-year and

two-year gains are also shown.
American Indian scudents.

Anglo scores include Oriental and
The 198l score ;lus the one-¥ear gain

does not necessarily total the 1982 score due to different sample

sizes.
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2. Once retained, students made slightly larger gains in reading
than in math.

3. Compared to 1979-80 and 1980-81 retainees, the 1981-82 retainees
were more likely to gain .8 or more of a GE year for one year of
instruction during che grade repeated.

4. Anglo students tend to have slightly higher achievement in read-
ing and math when retained compared to minority students. They
also show slightly higher gains in reading at four of six grade

_levels in reading for the year retained. No systematic differ-
ences were found between Anglo, Black, and Hispanic students in
terms of math gains for the retention year.

Evaluation Question D1-6. How much did LEP 1981-82 retainees gain between
spring 1982 and spring 1983 compared to other retainees?

LEP retainees overall gained about one month less in reading, on
the average, than retainees who were not LEP. However, LEF
retainees gained about one month more, on the average, in math
over one Yyear.

Reading

LEP retainees start out one-two months behind other retainees in grade
equivalent scores at the primary grades when they are retained. This dif-
ference increases to five months at grade one and three months at grade two
after retention. At grade three, both LEP and other retainees score at the
3.3 GE level after retention. At the intermediate grades, the LEP retainees
start out four to eight GE months lower when retained. The LEP. retainees
gain one month more at grade four than the other retainees but less at
grades five and six.

Math

LEP retainees have slightly lower scores when retained, on the average,
except at grade two. Differences are smaller than in reading, and are
within one or two GE months except at grade six (where the differenc- is
nine months based on a small sample). :

The LEP retainees actually gain slightly more in math than other retainees
except at grade four (one month more except at grade six). Fourth-grade LEP
retainees gain one month less than their counterparts. The two groups
actually have fairly comparable achievement by the end of the retention

year except at grade four (where LEP vetainees end up three months lower).
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DIFF.
READING LEP NON-LEP IN GAINS
GRADE N 82  GAIN 83 N 82 GAIN 83

1 41 0.9 0.6 1.5 | 274 1.1 0.9 2.0 0.3

2 35 1.5 0.9 2.4 | 121 1.7 1.0 2.7 0.1

3 16 2.4 . 0.9 3.3 83 2.5 0.8 3.3 -0.1

4 15 2.3 0.8 3.1 98 3.1 0.7 3.8 -0.1

5 7 3.7 0.6 4.3 85 4.1 0.9 4.9 0.3

6 4 3.2 0.1 3.3 25 4.7 0.6 5.3 0.5
g;i;gLL 118 1.7 74 2.44 | 686  2.16 .87 3.0l 0.13

DIFF.
MATH LEP NON-LEP IN GAINS
GRADE N 82  GAIN 83 N 82  GAIN 83

1 65 1.0 0.7 1.8 |28 1.2 0.6 1.9 -0.1

2 3% 2.1 0.7 2.8 |125 2.1 0.6 2.8 -0.1

3 20 2.9 0.9 3.7 87 2.0 0.8 3.8 -0.1

4 17 3.2 0.4 3.6 |103 3.4 0.5 3.9 0.1

5 6 4.3 0.8 5.1 91 4.4 0.7 5.1 -0.1

6 4 4.0 1.3 5.3 27 4.9 0.5 5.4 -0.8
OVERALL
MEANS 148 1.99 - .71 2.74 | 713  2.44 0.62  3.12 -.09

Figure A-7. GAINS FOR LEP AND NON-LEP STUDENTS IN READING AND MATH:

. 1981-82 AND 1982-83.

Spring ITBS grade equivalent scores

for Reading Total and Math Total are shown. LEP students

include all those with a status code of 0, Y-6, or 8.
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G
R READING
A 79-80 80-81 81-82
D
E| 80 Gain 81 81 Gain 82 82 Gain 83
1 1.06 .70 1.84 1.04 .83 1.87 1.05 .85 1.90
"7 N=129 N=243 N=315 )
9| 1.64 7 2.48 1.58 .75 2.33 1.65 1.02 2.67
N=62 . N=116" N=156
2.41 .78 3.19 2.46 .82 3.28 2,51 .82 3.34
3| N=s55 ‘ N=87 N=99
4 3.20 .73 3.92 3.18 .74 3.93 3.00 .75 . 3.75
N=29 N=66 : N=113
5 4.25 .78 5.03 4.19 .84 5.03 4.03 .84 4.87
N=23 N=53 N=92 i
é 4.40 .92 5.32 4.61 .72 5.33 4.48 .55 5.03
N=10. N=16 N=29
Figure A-8. ONE-YEAR GAINS IN READING FOR 1979-80, 1980-81, and
: © 1981-82 RETAINEES. Students were recommended for
retention at the end of each school year. ITBS
Reading Total mean grade equivalent scores are shown.
MATH
G
R
A 79-80 80-81 81-82"
D
E | 80 Gain 81 - 81 Gain 82 82 Gain 83
1 1.13 .60 1.74 1.13 .63 1.76 1.20 .85 1.84
N=123 N=248 N=345
2 12.03 .52 2,55 2.07 47 2.54 2.13 . .64 2,77
N=62 N=125 N=161
3 12.70 .61 3.31 2.79 74 3.53 3.01 .81 3.82
N=54 N=91 N=107
4 13.39 .51 3.91 3.59 .57 4,16 3.34 .51 3.84
N=31 N=59 N=120 ,
5 [4.56 .55 5.11 4.48 .64 5.12 4,37 ~e72 5.08
N=22 - - N=51 N=97
6 15-02 .80 5.82 4.83 91 5.74 4,79 .64 5.43
N=10 N=20 §=31
Figure A-9. ONE-YEAR GAINS IN MATH FOR 1979-80, 1980-81, AND

1981-82 RETAINEES.
retention at the end of each school year.

Students were recommended for

ITBS

Math Total mean grade equivalent scores are shown.
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Evaluation Question Dl-7. How do the achievement levels 4nd gains in
reading and math of 1981-82 retainees after one year compare to those of
197¢.-80 and 1980-81 retainees after one year?

In reading across all grades, the 1981-82 retainees score about the same
as the 1979-80 and 1980-81 retainees. However, patterns vary by grade.

e There is a very slight upward trend in one-year gains (though
probably not significant) at grades one, three, and five be~-
tween 1979-80 and 1981-82 retainees. Gains were all about .8
of a GE year over a one-year period.

e Second-grade gains for the 1981-82 retainees (1.0 years) were
considerably higher than those of 1979-80 and 1980-81 retainees
(about .8 GE years).

e Grade four one-year gains have remained fairly stable (about
.75 GE years).

e Grade six gains over one year were highest for 1979-80 retainees
(.9 of a GE year) and lowest for the 1981-82 retainees (.55 of a
GE year). The 1981-82 retainees gained almost .4 GE years less
than the 1979-80 retainees after one year.

In math, the 1981-82 retainees made slightly higher gains than the 1979-80
and 1980-81 retainees at every grade but four and six.

e The differences at grades one, two, three, and five between 1981-82
retainees and 1979-80 retainees ranged from .05 of a GE year at
grade one to .2 of a GE year at grade three. The size of gains
ranged from .65 to .81 of a GE year.

e Gains ét grade six were smallest for those retained-at the end of
1980-81 (.64). Those retained at the end of 1979-80 and 1980-81
in sixth grade gained .8 to .9 GE years in one year.
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Evaluation Question D1-8: How do the achievement levels and gains of
1981-82 retained students compare to a group of similar students (matched
on factors such as previous achievement gains, age, Ssex, ethnicity, special
education status, LEP A and B status) after one Yyear?

A word of caution is necessary before matched-group results-are discussed.
While the matching program controls for a number of student characteristics,
complete information is not available on factors which may impact retention
decisions. The fact remains that the groups are different in one important
way-—one group was promoted and the other retained. Additional unknown
factors may have been very important to teachers and principals in deciding
who to retain. On the other hand, the fact that retention rates vary so
widely across schools suggests that low achievers who would be retained in
one school would not be in another. The matched groups still represent our
best estimate of the progress retainees would have made if they had been
promoted.

The 1981-82 retainees gained less than the matched nonretainees
Sth similar characteristics. Gains were significantly different
in math at every grade level and -significantly different in read-
ing at grades one, two, four, and six. Average growth in math

for retainees was .66 of a GE year; in reading, it was .89 of a
GE year. ' ‘

Reading

Overall, retainees gained .89 of a GE year for one year of instruction while

the matched nonretainees gained 1.07 GE years. Thus, retainees gained about

.18 months less over a one-year period. Figure A-10 shows mean grade equiva-
lent scores and gains.

Gains were significantly different in reading at grades one, two, four, and
six. Retainees gained .9 of a GE year at grade one while matched students
gained 1.03 GE years on the average. At grade two, retainees and matched
students gained 1.03 and 1.19 GE years, respectively. It should be pointed
out that the retainees at these grades showed respectable gains for low )
achievers; the matched students simply gained more. The size of the grade
two matched group gain seems slightly higher for low achievers.

At grade four, retainees and matched low achievers gained .81 and 1.10 GE
years, respectively (retainees gained almost three months less than matches).
The grade six pattern is rather unusual in that the retainees gained con-
siderably less than at any other grade level and the matched group gained
considerably more. Although the matched group scores may be slightly in-
flated, it seems likely that the difference in scores would still be sig-
nificant.
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T READING €1-82 RETAINEES READING 81-82 MATCHES
154
§4-
{3
124 9
u~11- {Q
= 16 %
S 9.
Z 8- ;i
v 714 o
z b- :
C e
S 5
ooy
5
2.
{
(o t
3 4
GPaDE
81-82 RETAINEES 81-82 MATCHES AISD OVERALL
RTADING DEADTNLG ' SPRING 1983
GRAD I PR PCST GAIN N pr=  PCST GAIYE N SCORE N
O(NA) D) ’)-: 3-0 3- \).') ‘)-) q.) ’1- - -
Lk % 1.04 1.54 35.5C 258. 111 2.15% 1.22 253. 2.15 3969
2% 1.79 2.73 1.03 135, 1.73 2.2 1.19 135, 3.20 3758
4k 3.07 3.87 0.31 63. 3.27 .17 1.12 3. 5.11 3553
Sns 4002 4.51 C.38 24, 3.53 5.0 1.03 3%, 6.12 3557
Gk % 6.62 5.19 0.57 23 4.57 5.34 1.27 22. 7.22 3826
TOTA 2407 2.S7 J.R33 726, 2.1 3013 1.07 72%. - -

Figure A-10. READING SCORES FOR 1981-82 RETAINEES AND MATCHES. Reading
Total mean grade equivalent ITBS scores are shown. A * and
%% indicate significant differences between groups at the
.05 and the .0l level or better based on regression analyses.
The 1981-82 retainees were recommended for retention at the
end of the 1981-82 school year.
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The relationship found between pre— and posttest scores was linear at five
of the six grades (except at grade one). In cases of significant differ-
ences in scores (at grades one, two, four, and six), the slopes were the
same but intercepts varied. Retainees gained consistently less regard-
less of pretest scores (see Attachment A-2); Attachment A-2 also shows

the curvilinear plan for grade one. ' :

Gain sizes at grades two and six do suggest that the problems of poor
measurement on pretest and/or posttest scores were not completely elimi-
nated by adjustments made in the matching program this year.

Last year, the 1980-81 retainees gained significantly less than matched
nonretainees at three grade levels (2, 4, and 5). It is interesting to note
that differences at grade three were not significant either year. Retainees
from 1981-82 did seem to gain a little more than those from 1980-81. While
1981-82 retainees gained about .9 of a GE year, 1980-81 retainees gained
about .8 of a GE year after one year of instruction. It ;SmUnknown'whether
this difference is significant. It does seem, however, that increased
emphasis on special help for retainees this past year may have had some
impact. )

Math

In math, the differences between groups are larger and retainees gain less
than in reading. Average gains for retainees were .66 of a GE year compared
to 1.06 GE years for the matched students. Gains were significantly less
for retainees at all grade levels (see Figure A-11). Attachment A-2 shows
the F values and line plots for grades one and two. At these two grades,
differences between groups were not consistent across pretest SCOIes. The
retainees' rate of gain drops sharply from low pretest scores toO high pre-
test scores. Those with low initial scores gain eight-nine months over the
year, while those with high scores gain only about 4 or 4.5 months. The
matched-group gains stay fairly even at grade two across pretest scores and
drop only slightly (about one month) at grade one. These results are con-—
sistent with the argument that those who were doing fairly well in math
when retained suffer from the lack of presentation of new skills.

Cains for the matched group are suspiciously high at grades two and six.
However, the size of the retainee gains is so small that differences would
probably still be significant even if matched gains were 'deflated." The
large gains at these two grade levels do suggest that the problem of arti- -
ficially low pretest scores for matched students was not completely eliminated
with adjustments made this year in matching. These results closely match '
those found last year, where 1980-81 retainees also gained significantly

. less than matched students at every grade level. Gain sizes for the two
groups of retainees were also similar; 80-81 and 81-82 retainees gained
.62 and .66 of a GE year over a one-year period, respectively. Since
retainees seemed to gain about .8 of a GE year in math before retention,
these results do suggest that students' math skills do suffer from retention.
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81-82 RETAINEES 81-82 MATCHES . “AISD OVERALL
MAATH AATH SPRING 1983
GRADE PRz PGCST- QA[N ] PRz PNST  GAT N SCORE N
O(NA) =D2.205 DN.65 02.73 17. 3,04 1l.54 1.38 17. - -
1= .20 1.3% 0Q.€&5 3213. 1«31 2.33 1l.51 323. 1.94 3986
2% C2.14%  2.77 0.63 150. 2.1 3.31 1.17 181, 3.00 3746
3% 3.2 3.31 92.75 131. 3.04 3.¢5 0.94 101. 4.06 3490
4** 3. 35 30(;1 0057 QQQ 303‘.‘ 4.32 '\).ch » q’]o 4-97 3552
§5*% 4,37 5435 D72 32 4036 5.37 1.0l G2. 6.03 3554
6% “e 77 S.44 DN.ES5 3. 4.7 24021 1.1 L3 P 7.14 3820
TOTAL*  2.32 2.92 0.66 Blh. 2,37 3.42 1.3% s, - -

MATH SCORES FOR 1981-82 RETAINEES AND MATCHES. Math Total
mean grade equivalent ITBS scores are shown. A * and **
indicate significant differences between groups at the .05
and the .0l level or better based on regression analyses.
The 1981-82 retainees were recommended for retention at
the end of the 1981-82 school year.
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Evaluation Question D1-9: How does the average achievement of the 1981-82-
retainees and the matched group compare to the average for all AISD students
in the same grade? '

In terms of 1982-83 ITBS reading scores, retainees score below average at
every grade level even after retention. The difference increases from .21
of a grade equivalent year at grade one to 2.03 grade equivalent years at
grade six. Second graders score .47 of a GE year below the AISD average,
third graders .73 of a GE year, and fourth and fifth graders 1.24 and 1.21

_ of a GE year below average (see Figure A-10).

The matched students score a little higher than retainees in GE's overall,
but are further away from the average for their classmates. Since they
were promoted, they must meet the higher standard of their same-age class-
mates. These promoted low achievers score 1.06 (at grade two) to 2.22 (at
grade six) GE years below their classmates, with increasing differences at
each grade level. :

In math, retainees scored .09 (at grade one) to 1.7 (at grade six) GE years
behind the average for their younger classmates at the end of the year
retained (see Figure A-11). Second and third graders score .23-.25 GE
years below the average for their grade, and fourth and fifth graders

score 1.06 to .94 GE years below their grade level. Thus, primary-grade
retainees score closer to their younger classmates than do intermediate-
level retainees.

The matched group of 1ow achievers who were promoted again scored higher in
absolute terms than the retainees, but were further behind their same-age
classm-tes. The difference increased from .67 GE years at grade two to
1.77 G. years at grade six. , .

Evaluation Question D1-10: How does the achievement of 1980-81 retainees
and a matched group compare after two years?

Students retained at the end of 1980-81 repeated a grade in 1981-82 and
completed the subsequent grade in 1982-83. This group was retained during
the transition year when the new policy had been published but not officially
adopted. '

Regression analyses tested whether there was any difference in gains after
two years between those retained and those with similar characteristics
who were promoted. Comparisons were limited to grades one-four due to
small sample sizes at grades five and six (see Figures A-12 and A-13 and
Attachment A-3).’

Last year's one-year followup showed retainees gaining significantly less
in reading at grades two and four and significantly less in math at grades
one, two, and four. After two years, regression analyses revealed the
following:
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® Retainees gained significantly less than nonretainees over
the two-year period at every grade (1-4) and in both reading
and math. ‘ ‘

e Differences were smallest at grade three in reading (retainees
~gained .12 GE years less over the two-year period). However,
"third-grade retainees gained .53 years less in math over two

years compared to matched students.

® Retainees gained .37 (in reading at grade two) to .69 (in
‘math at grade two) grade equivalent years less than the non-
retainees with similar characteristics after two years.

Attachment A-3 shows the significance values for all F tests and the nature
of the relationships between pre--and posttest scores for the groups. Four
cases of curvilinear and four cases of linear relationships were found.

In most cases, retainees consistently gained less than nonretained matches
regardless of pretest scores. Line plots for grades one and three in read-
ing and grades one and two in math are also included in attachment A-3
because of the more unusual nature of the relationships.

f/b At grade one in reading, gains for low pretest scores for
both groups are larger than for those with high pretests.
Up to pretest scores of about .7, all students gain up to
about the same level (2.2 GE for retainees and 2.9 GE for
matched students). Gains for matched students are con-
siferably larger than for retainees at all pretest levels.
i

grade three, retainees gain a little more than matches in
reading up to pretest levels of about 2.1 GE years. The trend
is reversed from there on, with matched students gaining more.
The difference between groups is fairly small.

e In math at grade 1, retainees consistently gain less than matched
students. Retainees with low pretest scores show considerably higher
gains than those with high pretest scores (.9 versus .4 GE years).

e In math at grade two, retainee gains drop off slightly with
higher pretest scores, but remain at reasonable levels (they
drop from gains of about 1.3 to 1.0 GE years). Matched stu-
dents show good gains which increase across pretest scores.
They gain about 2 to 2.3 GE years depending on pretest scores.

Mean grade equivalent scores and galns in reading and math for 1980-81,
1981-82, and 1982-83 are shown in Figures A-12 and A-13. Examination of
these figures reveals some interesting patterns of changes in scores over
the two-year period.

e In reading, the size of the gains made for retainees while they
were repeating a grade were larger than those once they were
promoted at every grade level except five. The comparison group
showed losses at every grade but one and six.
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e In math, gains usually improved for retainees once they
were again promoted (at every grade but three). Compari-
son students showed smaller gains at four grades, the

. same gains at one grade, and higher gains at one grade.

This pattern suggests that retainees' math performance improves because
they are being presented with more new material. In reading, however,
retainees seem to bog down and be unable to keep up the same gains
(perhaps precisely because of new and more difficult material).

Control students show smaller gains between 1981-82 and 1982-83 than} for
the previous year in four of six cases in both subject areas. This at
least suggests that gains at some grades for the first year (especially
grades two and four) may have been slightly inflated by students with
artificially low pretest scores. This problem was considered in the
1981-82 retainee matched program. Two-year gains should balance this~
problem somewhat, but differences in gains between the groups still could
be inflated somewhat. '

LY —
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READING - MATCHED GROUPS

80-81 RETAINEES

Figure A-12.

, T R T

GRADE 3c=31 GAIN 3l=32 GAIN 32-33  Galvy
0 9.0 9.0 9.9 0.9 3.9 3.3
N 0 a9 ¢ 3 9 2

1 *% 1.07 0.36 1.53 19,51 2.6% 1.37
N 162 152 162 162 162 182

2 k% 1.60 0.74 2.34  9.72 3,34  1.45
N - 85 as 85 35 35 35

*

3 2.46  0.31 3.2¢  3.63 3,26 1.59
N 59 5% 59 56 59 59

4 * 3,30 3.81  %.l11  0.73  s.36  l.56
N . 43 +3 %3 43 44 43

5 6,17 2.32  5.70  J.5% 5.%4  1.7%
N 42 &2 42 42 42 42

6 .81  9.36  5.57  9.56  5.23  l.s2 .

N 13 13 13 13 13 13

TOTAL 2.8 D.832 2.8 £.65 3.5% 1.7
N 205 403 %99 499 4009 T

80-81 CONTROL

2 ¥R
GRADE 39-31  GAIN 31=32  GAIM 822=33  GaAIN
0 3.3 .2 309 3.9 3.9 3.3
N 9 9 2 ) 3 9

1 1.39  3.89 1.53  1.33  2.53  1.39
N 142 162 152 152 122 1&2

2 1.1 1.26  2.79  1.73 3,43 1.32
¥ 35 33 35 35 35 as

3 2,63 9.3% 3.33  0.75 4.ll 1.42
N 33 56 5% 593 5% 56

4 3.27 l.l& 4.43  0.73  5.21  1.G-
N 23 43 4R &3 43 (]

5 “.13 1.13  S.32  J.78  &.17 l.sl
N 2 42 &2 ) 4z &2

6 275 D.33 5.32 1,63 .30 2,21
N 13 13 13 13 13 13

TOTAL 2.3 0.37  1.06  7.33  3.34  1.45
N “)S [ 1 &3 499 »J)G 4%

~ MATCHES.

READING TOTAL ITBS SCORES FOR 1980-81 RETAINEES AND
Mean grade equivalent scores and gains for
1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83 are shown. A * and **
indicate significant differences between groups at the
.05 and .01 level, respectively, based on regression
analyses. The 1980-81 retainees were recommended for
retention at the end of 1980-8l, repeated the grade in
1981-82, and were promoted in 1982-83.
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82.42 MATH - MATCHED GROUP

80-81 RETAINEES

GRADE 3J)-31 GAIN Al=32 GAIN 22=33 GALN

o - 0,0 0.0 0.0 Lol S -
N 00 3 3 2 b) b
1L * 1.13  J.66  1.77  3.73  2.51 1.37
N 165 165 165 165 165 155
2 % 2.10  0.33  2.55  2.3)  3.3%  1.29
N 34 ag 34 84 24 34
3 %% 2084 9073 3.53 2,65 .23 1,39
N 55 65 65 £5 55 65
4. % 3.63  3.59 5,22 3.5)  5.12  l.%3
N 43 %) 49 %3 4 2
5 2.337  J.51 4,91 " 9.30 5.7) Lot
N 36 3¢ 35 EY) 3% 3o
6 4,75 .56 5.7L 1.12  6.33  2.33 '
N 15 15 15 15 15 15
TOTAL 2.27  0.63 2,93 2.T7T 3.67 l.aD
N 435 335 %35 &35 435 233

80-81 CONTROL

GRADE 27 =31 GAIM  31-82 GAIN 82-33 GaJ

N 0 3 0 3 3 3
1 1,21 0.99  2.27  1.70  3.29  1.95
N 155  les  les 165 145 1%
2 2010 1.22  3.33  2.76  4.33 1.9
¥ 34 34 24 16 25 34
3 2.36  3.90  3.77  1.22  5.73  1.92
N 55 55 55 55 %5 55
A 3057 L.13  5.71  2.91  5.62  2.0%
N 49 40 20 23 22 0
5 4026 3.96  5.22  3.91 6413 1.a7
S 36 36 35 35 3e 36
5 4035 1.32 .15  3.55  5.7) .35
g 15 15 15 15 13 L5

TOTAL 3.3) 1.35  3.35  J.e2  L.37 1,37

N *J5 235 &35 433 +J)5 435

Figure A-13. MATH TOTAL ITBS SCORES FOR 1980-81 RETAINEES AND MATCHES.
Mean grade equivalent scores and gains for 1980-81, 1981-82,
and 1982-83 are shown. A * and ** indicate significant dif-
ferences between groups at the .05 and .0l level, respectively,
based on, regression analyses. Regression analyses were done
only at grades one-four. The 1980-81 retainees were recommended
for retention at the end of 1980-81, repeated the grade in 1981-
82, and were promoted in 1982-83.
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Evaluation Question D1-11: How does the achievement of students retained

as first and second graders in 1979-80 and a matched group compare after
three years?

Mean grade equivalent scores in reading and math are shown in Figures A-14
and A-15 for grades one-six. Regression analyses were done at grades one
and two using Reading Total and Math Total scores from 1979-80 and 1982-83.
Attachment A-4 shows F values and a line plot for grade one in reading.

At grade one, a significant difference was found in reading (p<.001) and
math (px.03) between the retainees and matched low achievers. Retainees
gained about 2.27 years over a three-year period, six months less than
the 2.88 GE years gained by matched low achievers. In reading at grade
one, gains are fairly even regardless of pretest scores up to a level of
.66 GE year, drop slightly from .66-1.38, and then increase slightly for
the highest pretest scores. .

At grade two, the matched group gained more than the retainees in math but
not in reading over three years. In math, retainees gained 1.83 years com-
pared to 2.48 years for the matched students with similar characteristics
(six months' difference). In reading, both groups gained 2.35 GE years,

an average of .78 GE years per year of instruction.

The relationship between pretest and posttest scores was linear in math
and curvilinear in reading. All three cases of significant differences
revealed parallel lines with different intercepts. Retainees consistently
gained less than matched low achievers across all pretest scores. Attach-
ment A-4 shows correlations between pre- and posttest variables and F
ratios. -
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READING--MATCHED GROUPS

752850 RETAINEES

3 v3
GRADZ  75-30 GAIN 30=81 GAIN 81=92  GAIN. 82-83 GAIN
) 2.0 0. 9.9 9.0 9.7 2.0 2.0 3.0
N B 3 5] 3 3 3 9 3
L **% 1.00 3.37 L.87 2.56 2.53 0.36 3,27 2.27
N £2 2 62 53 53 53 62 52
2 .55 0.98  2.57  0.72 3.4l .56  3.56  2.35
N 22 22 22 18 13 18 22 22
3 3.643 0.30 3.23 0.50 3.75 C.73 .51 2.2¢
N 25 26 26 24 24 24 26 26
& 3.3  9.75  4.12  0.67  4.83  9.59  5.45  2.33
N 20 20 20 13 13 13 29 2)
5 4.75  C.55  5.30 l.s3  6.53  0.7L  T.43  2.€3
\ 12 10 L0 9 9 s 13 19
6 6.15 =2.35 3.3 2.12  3.5C  2.95 4.35  I.7)
1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
TCTAL 3.9 £.32 2.391  2.&5  3.55 .32 %.25 . 2623
\ 142 1e2 142 124  l24 12 142 142
79=83 COHTRAL
v 3 YR
GRADE 76~39  5AIM  30=81  GAIN Jl=-82  GAIN 32=33  GAIN
0 7.9 7.9 9.9 040 2.9 3.9 0.9 2.9
N 9 3 b b) J 3 9 2
1 1.3 1l.13  2.17  3.3¢ 3.1 J.35 3.°1 2.98
N 52 £2 62 5¢4 56 56 52 62
2 L.57 1.00 2.57 0.59 3.16 .77 3.52 2.35
q 22 2 22 13 13 18 22 22
3 2.42  D.34  3.26 0.87  4.1%  02.38  S.13  2.53
N 26 26 25 22 20 22 26 254
A 3.34 leld  5.57  l.l2 5.7L Q.70 5.5 3.12
N 21 29 29 19 18 18 29 20
5 5.565  Les7  H.I8 .75 T.s)  l.22  8.09 3.+)
N 19 13 13 3 3 3 19 17
6 4.29 1.3 5.8C 2.73  4.5) C.3) 7.30 2.3
N 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
TOTAL 2.3)  1.29  3.93  2.AS  4.03 .34 .93 2.33
N 142 162 122 124 126 124 162 1-2

Figure A-1l4. READING TOTAL ITBS SCORES FOR 1979-80 RETAINEES AND MATCHES.
Mean grade equivalent scores for 1979-80 through 1982-83 are
shown. Regression analyses were done at grades one and two

to compare three-year gains. One * and two ** indicate sig-
nificant differences between groups at the .05 and .01 levels,
respectively.” The 1979-80 retainees were recommended for
retention in the spring of 1980. '
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MATH--MATCHED GROUPS

73=3C JTTAINEES

' 3 va
GRADZ  7S=3) GAIN 2C-81 GAIN 31=32 GAIN 82=33  GAln
3 9.9 3.2 2.2 2.2 Jded 3.2 3.2 2.0
\ 0. 2 0 ] J 0 bl b}
L* 1.19 2.4l L.32 9.91 2.72  0.77 3.67 2,28
N 54 54 56 45 49 49 54 54
2%*% 294 09.54  2.58  0.92 3.55 .52  3.37  1.33
N 13 32 33 26 25 25 33 33
3 2,72 2.7 3,42 95T 6,35 0.6T 3,73 0 2,31
N 31 31 31 28 28 23 3l 31
4 3.82  0.55 4.l 1.3 5.99 2.95  5.93%  2.a7
N 19 19 1s 17 17 L7 15 1S
5 5.0 3.50 5.51  Je5T  A.TT 0 D039 TesT 2,44
5 19 13 19 g 9 5 13 12
6 4440  1.30 5.78 =2.3) &.50 2.30 7.20 2.29
N L 1 1 1 1 1 1 L
TCTAL 2423 0.61 2.8 9.36  3.73  C.75 4.4%  2.1¢
N 1«3 143 148 130 139 133 143 143
79=30 CGNTRAOL
) i . 3 YR
CRADE 75~33  SAIN  83=31  GAIN 31l-32  6AlM A2~33  GAlNM
0 2.0 2.9 5] 0.9 Je2 2.2 3.2 0.3
N b] b} 7 0 ) D) 3 2
1 Lal9 7.3 2.12 3.5  3.12  2.72  3.77  2.53
N 54 5% sS4 .3 45 43 54 54
2 2.11 J.92  3.23 .79 3.82  2.786  4.53 2.43
N 33 33 33 33 30 30 13 33
3 2.7 1,22 3.%5 2.73  4.31 1.3  5.81  3.27
N 3L 31 3L 29 29 29 1l 31
4 3.50 2.5 4,57 2.87  5.39 l.l5  6.37 2.2%
N 19 19 13 17 17 17 19 13
5 “eG64  1.39 4,33 1433+ 7.%83 3.93  B.51 3,57
N 12 19 12 19 19 ) 12 19
6 4,30 2.60  £.73 =1.39  3.73  I.50 4.8  2.30
Ri 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
TOTAL 2,25 1423 3.32  2.33 4,25 J.56 I35 2.7%
] led 1%3 143 13 136 136 148 153,

MATH TOTAL ITBS SCORES FOR 1979-80 RETAINEES AND MATCHES. .
Mean grade equivalent scores and gains for 1979-80 through
1982-83 are shown. A * and ** indicate significant differ-
ences between groups at the .05 and .0l level, respectively,

. based on regression analyses. Regression analyses were done
only at grades one and two. Analyses were done to compare
three-year gains only at grades one and two. The 1979-80
retainees were recommended for retention in the spring of
1980. ‘

Figure A-15.
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SUMMER SCHOOL FOLLOWUP

Decjsion Question D2: How effective have efforts been directed towards
retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified? '

Evaluation Question D2-4: How did the achievement of retainees
who did and did not attend summer school compare on emphasized
math and reading skills?

Because 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school seemed to show better
reading and math skills in the fall but 1980-8l retainees did not, analyses
were done separately for the two groups. In reading, Vocabulary scores
were examined at grade one through six as the skills emphasized. Math
skills emphasized were those tested by Math Problems and Math Concepts on
the ITBS.

1981-82 Retainees

Reading: Five regression analyses in reading revealed no significant
differences between 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school and those
who did not. A linear relationship was found between pre- and posttest
scores. The gains of 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school ﬁanged
in size from .49 (at grade four) to 1.17 (at grade six) GE years. Third-
and fourth-grade gains were considerably smaller than those made at the-
other grade levels. :

Math. No significant differences were found in math problem solving skills
based on ITBS scores. Gains for retainees who attended summer school
ranged from .52 (at grade four) to 1.04 (at grade three) grade equivalent
yvears (see Figure A-17). ’

Two significant differences in favor of retainees who attended summer
school were found in Math Concepts. .On the average, retainees who attended
summer school after repeating sacond grade gained about .87 GE years com-
pared to .74 GE years for those who did not. For students with low pre-
test scores, retainees who attended summer school showed better gains than
those who did not. At grade five/six, retainees who attended summer school
gained .58 GE years“bompareq to .52 GE years for those who did not (see
Figure A-18). Retainees who attended summer school with higher pretest
scores showed better gains than those who did not attend. Both the slopes
and intercepts for the two groups at grades ‘two and four differed. Line
plots are shown in Attachment A-5. A linear relationship was found betwezen
pre- and posttest scores in both math concepts and problem solving.

Y
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Math Computation was not emphasized during summer school but scores are
shown in Figure A-19 for informational purposes. Retainees who attended
summer school at grades one, two, and three appeared to have slightly
higher (one to two months) mean GE scores than those who did not. These
may or may not be sigmificant differences. Students who attended summer
school gained about .67 GE years overall in Math Computation while those
who did not gained about .61 GE years.



Vocabulary Grade |

SULIKCT AN suprisn(s): Reading Conprehension Crade 2-6 ¢y, B1-£2 Retainees dn Sumer School

1982 Ssrp © PRECEST  POSTTEST  CORR(r)  GATN GAIN  GE 2CORE (185 [ ITEMS ON
CRADE  'n VEBAN GE  MEAN GE  DPRE/POSY  MEAN CE  SD  RANGE-GAINS  T.EVEL SURTEST 54g.
O I 1,92 2 98 b =8rotnb T | 0 s
L I ) N ). A9 5T TRy 8 67 ns
I R N SN & S0 8 W s
R TN B 60 49 0 2.0 to+l.8 10 W05
P | K- R R0V 39 (5/6) 75 LI -l3to 46 1L % e (5/6)
A B R X L7 L6 -.2t4] 12 5
- 218 )

Vocabulary Grade 1 :
SUBJECT AND SUM‘EST(S): Reading COIﬂpl’EhEﬂSiOﬂ Grade 2-6 CROUP 81-82 Retalnees Not in Summer School

5
|
w .
& 1942 ssep PRECEST  POSTTEST  CORR(r)  GAIN GAIN  GE SCORE TTHS I 1TEMS ON
CRADE n NEAN CL  MBAN B DPRE/POST  MEAN GE SD RANCE—CMNS LEVEL SUBTEST
S T R 1 96 % Lltotub T 30
) B 159 2,66 DY 1.06 b7 - .Bto +2.4 8 67
3 25 2,43 1.23 450 .80 g6 - Tt 423 Y b
A I SUR N 60 .8 <18 totLl 10 9
co B S0 M eLR W 0w g
6 340 380 60 10 L8t 0.0 12 56
Pigure A-16. READING ITBS SCORES FOR 1981-82 RETAINEES. Mean grade equivalent 5
scores for students taking the 1978 version of the I"B$ (Form 7)
Ny are shoun. 1fie top half shows infornation for 1381-82 retainees
(< S (retained in spring 198”) who attended summer school; the bottom
¥ half focuses on those who did not attend, SSPP refers t0 the

Summer School Pilot Project.
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SUBJECT AND SUBTEST(S) : Math Problem-Solving cpoup: 81-82 Retainees Attending Summer School

1982 SSPP PRETESE  POSITEST  CORR(r)  GAIN  GAIN  GE SCORE TTBS I ITEMS O F

e °-Z8

GRADE o MEAN GE  MEAN GE  DPRE/POST  MEAN GE 5D RANCE=GAINS  LEVEL SUBTESY  Sig.
| 10 L2 1,86 A8 ;.7‘/‘ 65 -Llo*.5 7 22 ns
) 46 2,00 2,59 23 59 .80 | -1.0 to 42,1 8 . ws
3 29 2,53 3,57 A8 106 .88 - .8tot24 9 23 ns
b 30 3,08 A1 52 .89 =Llto+2.7 10 25 ns
5 36 3.95 4,80 6L (5/6) 86 90 L2 to+d.4 1l 27 s (5/6)
6 3Ln b33 4053 +.0to+l0 12 29
B 249
SUBJECT AND SUHTEST(S): Math Problem-Solving croup: 81-82 Retainees Not Attending Summer School

SE—V

1982 SSep PRETEST  TOSTYEST  CORR(r)  CAIN  GAIN  GE SCORE 1188 | TTEMS ON
CADE  n MEAN GG MEAN GE PRE/ROST  MEAN GE  SD RANGE-GAINS LEVEL SUBTEST

L LW LD 06 L3 ] 2
EURET Y S0 . b .5 - .0toH0 8 2
yn L A5 A L -0 9 23
A T R LR W' 5 A 85 -lhrotls 10 25
o % L0y 4% L L ! 2

3ok b NOLN LTt 12 29

Pigure A-17. MATIL PROBLEN-SOLVING SCORES POR 1981-82 RETAINERES. Mean grade equivalent
scores on the 1978 ITBS Torm 7 are shown for those. who attendegl and did

5 8 not attend summer school.
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81-82

SUBJECT AND SUBTEST(S): Math Concepts cpoup: * Retainees Attending Summer School

TSI SP TRETIST  POSTTEST  CORR(r) CAIN  GATN  CESCORE IS JIMSON O F o
CRADE  n MEAN.GE  MEAN GE  PRE/POST  MEAN GE 3D RANCE-GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST S A
— ‘ N

R e B0 60 - o426 ] 3___1s

? 1.8 LIS 35 87 63 - .6to+22 8 3% 006

g B 5 358 SL 9 B -4y 9 Y

R R B R 39 S8 -Lltotl] 10 N s

s e s Nk 6] 8 - B Ul 30 (5/6)

RS W) .58 ' -
b 3oosn 4 50 36 - B0 12 40
251

choips 81-82 Retalnees Not Attending Summer School

SUBJECT AND SUBTEST(s): Math Concepts

99—V

1982 SSIP PREIEST  POSEIEST  CURR(r)  GAIN GAIN G SCORE TTBS | TTEMS ON
GRADE o MEAN R MEAN CE PRE/PUST  MEAN GE S RANGE-GAINS LEVEL SUBTEST

CooW LD L6 G 6 6 =B ] W
) 4196 L0 6 51 -kl 8 %
. Y SN 56 80 8L - bl 9 28
P A T T N S 0 - btoh 10 )
o % LB 4 55000 52 8 -LTwAl 3

30 5 530055 -+ 1 40

Flgure A-18, MATH CONCEPTS SCORES FOR 1981-82 RETATNEES. Mean CE scores on the ITBS (1978 Form 7)
are shown for those attending and not attendiny summer school.
| b1
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SUBJLCT AND SUBTEST(S):

Math Computation

choup:  81-82 Retainees in Summer School

POSTIEST  CORR(r)

]982 Ssep PRETEST GATN GAIN  GE SCORE TT8S § TIEMS ON
CRADE o MEAN GE MEAN GF PRE/POST  MEAN GBS RANGE-GATNS LEVLL SUBTEST
L m M A - ftosls T 2
) 46 2.6 2. 68 45 - dtodl] B 2
y B LY 3.76 J6 62, -2t 9 3
A I K R K S - Ttdu0 10 i
o % 4.5 5.0] 8§ 9 Alwoas 05
r, 4090 5,10 2 36 -dwtS D 45
249
SUBJECT AND SUSTESE(S) Math Computation CROUP: 81-82 Retainecs th in Summer School
1982 §5pP PRETEST  POSTIRST  CORR(x) ~ GAIN  CAIN G SCORE TT8S | TTENS ON
CRADE  n MEAN GE  MEAN CE  PRE/POST  MEAN GE SO RANGE-GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST
o m L .93 S0 S - broll 7 2
R 2.93 60 58 - .Brotl) 8 28
RS 3,04 5 bl %
y 018 .12 S99 L2l 10 ¥
5% 45l 5.21 g -9l 45
G50 5.6 4 tdro+d R 45

Figure A-19. MATU COMPUTATION [TBS SCORES. Nean prade equivalent scores for students taking
Form 7 of the I1BS (normed in 1978). Scores for retainees attending and not
attendng sumer school are shown,

&
KA

6

FA 7 A ]



82.42

1980-81 Rerainees

Regression analyses for the skills emphasized were also run for the 1980-81
retainees who did and did not attend summer school. Analyses were carried
out for grades one, two, and three-five combined. Noné of the 1930-81
retainees who had scores available were in the sixth grade.

No significant differences were found in either reading or math between

the groups. All sample sizes were small (6 to 33 per group) so gains
varied widely by grade. Scores are shown in Figures A-20 through A-23.

The chart below shows the range of mean gains made by those who did and did
not attend summer school who were retained at the end of the 1980-81 school
year. :

1980-81 RETAINEES--MEAN GAINS IN GE'S
Area Attended Summer School Did Not Attend Summer School

Reading .29-1.63 » .12~.87

Math :
Problem- .45-.82 .0-1.66
Solving

Math

c . .60-1.12 . .23-1.20
oncepts :

Summary .

Overall, the surmer session appeared to have little long~term impact on stu-
dent -achievement--at least as measured by the ITBS. There is some indication
that math concepts skills were improved slightly. Since 1981-82 retainees
who attended summer school did appear to have better skills than those who
did not based on teacher judgements in the fall, it may be that.this advan=~
tage was largely lost during the year. Five weeks may not be long enough to
have an impact on long-term achievement, or the ITBS subtests chosen may not
have matched the curriculum closely enough to be sensitive to the change..
The impact on math concepts may reflect the greater time spent on math rela-
tive to the regular school year per day. Reading scores also tended to be
somewhat lower initially, which could have made it a little more difficult
for teachers to impact skills in five weeks. Reading is generally more dif-
ficult to remediate based on AISD's high school turorial classes.

64
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Vocabulary Crade 1

SUBJECT AND SUBTISE(S) : Reading Comprehension Grades 2-b CROUP: 1980~81 Retalnees Attended Summer School

1982 §spr PREFEST  POSTTESY  CORR(r)  GAIN  CAIN G SCORE  TI®S | ITEMS ON  F 0

GRADE N MEAN GE  MEAN GE  PRE/POST  MEAN GE S RANGE-GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST  Sig. .
. N
S| G Wi 2,21 A s -2l T 0 ns
)6 2% 19 S8 .59 65 -S4 8 e
39 0.8 303 8205 .9 7 -5+ 9 W ons (3-9)
A T 5,17 859 =30 10 9
s 8 46 6.25 163 L0 - .2to43.2 1l 54

10

Vocabulary Crade 1 .
SUBJECT AMD SUbTEST(S): Reading Comprehension Crades 2-6 cpoup: Did Mot Attend Summer School

6E-V

1982 SsPP PRETEST  POSTIEST  CORR(r) ~ GAIN ~ GAIN  GL SCORE ITBS | TIEMS ON
GRADE  n MEAN GE  MEAN GE  PRE/POST  MEAN CE ?ﬁ;SD RANGE-CAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST

L3 LS 2.2 5 55 68 -~ Jtdl 7 30
o 68 53 51 -S04l 8 67
g9 2.9 3,82 63035 81 9 -y Y W
L6 bR s LR el 10 49
S I 5,21 | 6 LI -Jw+ls 1 54

. Pigure A-20, MATH CONCEPTS SCORES FOR 1980-8] RETATNEES, Mean GE scores on Form 7 of
the TTBS (1978) for thase attending and not attending summer school are
shown,
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Math Problem Solving 1980-81 Retainees Attended Summer School

SUBJECT AMD SUBTEST(S): CROUL:
1962 Sspp PRETEST  POSTTEST  CORM(r)  GAIN CAIN  GE SCORE [TRS I TTEMS ON ) 0
GRADE 0 MEAN GCE  MEAN GE  PRE/POST MEAN CE SD RANGE-GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST  Sig. :
— N
I I A T I © % N s
I N R R v Al 8 % s
, 8 306 3 G509 % LA lswR? 9 B (-5
A TR R R 4599 =Tt 0 10 25
o6 by 4 S5 L -l2wdd 1l 1
7
SUJECT AND SUBTEST(S): Hath Problem Solving croyp: D1d Mot Attend Summer School
1982 SSPY PRETEST  POSTTEST CéRR(r) GATN GACN  GF SCORE TTBS § 1TEMS ON
GRADE n o MEAN GE NEAN.GE‘, PRE/POST  MEAN CE SD NANGE-GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST
Gon L% s M B 8L -Lin#ll 7 7
) 19 LY 3,05 S - o 2%
;0 /,//3.10 b3 B9 5 oy 9 1)
| ¢ Wy W 00 LI -LSto+ld 10 25
oS s B -dwdd 1l 7

5

Flgure A-21,

MATH PROBLEM-SOLVING SCORES FOR 1980-81 RETAINEES ON THE ITBS FOR THOSE ATTENDING AND
NOT ATTENDING SUMMER SCIOOL, Form 7 of the ITBS normed in 1978 was given In April of
both years. Mean grade equivalent scores are shown.
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SUBJECT AND SUBTEST(S)

Math Concepts

—

cpoup: 1980-81 Retainees Attended Summer School

POSTTEST CORR(r) ~ GAIN  CMN  GE SCORE  ITBS fITEMS o F

1982 SSPP PRETEST
CLADE  n MOANCE AW CE  PRE/POST MEANGE  SD MANCESANS LVl SUBTEST  Big.
1N L. 2.5 B 65 51 -broild T B s
R 3,21 4 L1268 -T2 B % s
L 3,71 JY(G-5) 600 82 -5 tedly 9 B ons
L b A 5.53 9B alwdd 1 N s
g b 5,51 62 L8 -btotl3 1l N
o
L SUBJECT AD SUBTEST(S) : Math Concepts CROUR: "Did Not Attend Summer School
! : .

S TR TSt TSt GOW( GRN GNN GE SGON IS f ITH Of
GRADE 0 MEAN GE  WEN CE  DRE/JOST MEAN CE D RANGE-GAINS LEVEL  SUBTEST
[n L 2,64 S8 .86 51 =St ] »
AL 3,10 K0 no5 - Stdls 8 3
! B30 0,36 Sy (35120 69 Jteddb 9 2
L6 T 2L -8l 0 n
Cb s LS 8 - 2wl Ll iy

Flgnre A-22. MATH CONCEPTS SCORES POR 1980-81 RETALNEES. Mean GE scorcs on Yorm 7 of rhe
TS (1976) for those attending and not attending sumner schoo) are shown.
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SUBJECT AND SUBTEST(S): Math Computation croup:  80-81 Retainees Attended Summer School

1982 SSPP PRETRST  POSTTEST  CORR(r) ~ GAIN  GAIN  GE SCORE TURS  # TTEMS ON
CRADE  n MEAN CE  MEAN CE  PRE/POST MEAN GE 8D RANGE-GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST

] 533 2,04 2.8 18 62 - Jto+l] 7 26
) 1§ 2.6 3.48 . 87 63 -2+l 8 28
) § 3 4,29 Ca8 L0 -4l 9 3
: 6 5.05 5.35 | 30 Bl -btotl3 10 b2
: .6 4,95 6.45 1,50 B2 -6t 428 1l B
» , - —
SUBJECT AND SUﬁTEST(S&: Math Computation cpoup:  Did Not Attend Summer School

1982 S§PP PRECESY  POSLTOST  CONR(r)  GAIN  GAIN  GE SCORE  ITBS A TTEMS O
CRADE  n  MEAN GE  MEAN GE  PRE/POST MEAN GE S RANGE-GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST

am— -

|3 20 A g dtolg T %
R I S S Aty 8 2
V81 A | G Lty 9 W
D6 L 58S 9 ltdd D 0
S 6 b9 S S 6 dwdl 1 15

Figure A-23, MATI COMPUTATTON SCORES FOR 1980-81 RETAINEES, Mean GE scores on Form 7 of the
1185 (1978) for those attending and not attending summmer school are shown.
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Reading Objective

As of April 1983, retainees participating in the 1982 summer school will

show higher achievement in reading areas emphasized than will retainees
who did not participate based on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS).

This objective was not met. Retainees who attended summer school did not
show higher achievement in reading skills emphasized compared to those who

did not based on spring 1982 and 1983 ITBS scores.

Math Objective

As of April 1983, retainees paréicipating in the 1982 summer school will
show higher achievement in math areas emphasized than will retainees who
did not participate based on the Iowa Test qf Basic Skills (ITBS).

K
Retainees who attended summer school scored-higher than those who did not
in Math Concepts at grades two and five-six. They did not score higher in
Math Concepts at grades one, three, and four.

Retainees who attended summer school did not show significantly highev

achievement in Math Problem Solving than those who did mot at any of the
grade levels.

Sﬁanish Reading

It was hoped that the summer school wculd improve LEP participants'’
ability to read in Spanish. This was difficult to measure for several
reasons: :

e The Prueba de Lectura, a Spanish Reading test, is given
each spring but only to students in grades two througzh
six. '

e Ounly nine of the 39 LEP summer school participants had
pre—- and posttest Scores.

e Any gains made by the summer school participants from
spring to spring are probably due to a combination of
summer school and regular school-year instructiom.

e A good comparison group is not available, in that scores
are only reported for all students tested each year at
each grade. Scores are not reported on a pre- and post-
test basis. Alse, scores are reported separately for
those LEP students who did and who did not receive
Spanish instruction during the year. It is not known
whether the summer‘school participants received this
instruction or not during the regular school Yyear.

Civen these precautions, the best comparison available seems to be that

of LEP sumuer school students' versus Spanish-dominant students who
received Spanish instruction during the regular school year.

a-43 73
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~ GRADE 81-82 - ' 82-83
82 AND 83 '
2 -3 SS (N =4) " 35.5 47.0
All 48.0 (N=77) 61.9 (N=52)
3 -4 SS (N = 2) 50.0 67.5
All 60.5 (N = 37) 69.4 (N=33)
4 -5 SS (N = 2) 48.5 66.0
All " 61.7 (N = 32) 70.2 (N=22)
5-6 SS (N = 1) 71 87
All 69.6 (N = 15) 72.1 (N=18)
Total (Mean) 51.25 66.9
59.95 68.4

Figure A-24. PRUEBA DE LECTURA SCORES FOR 1981-82 AND 1982-83.
. Raw scores are shown for those attending summer
school with pre- and posttest scores (8S) and all
those receiving Spanish instruction during the )
regular school year (All). ’

Although extreme caution must be taken in interpreting these scores, this
information overall suggests that LEP students in summer school scored
closer to average after the program. The only grade at which this pattemn
does not hold is for -those in grade three in 1982-83.

LEP Reading and Math

Yo formal objective was set for English reading ability, but the general
questions of interest were: What were the average GE scores of retainees
in summer school in April 1982 and April 1983? How did they compare to
those of all LEP retainees? Was there an increase in the number of these
students able to take the ITBS in 1983 compared to 19827

There were three classes of LEP A and B students in the program. Reading
for these students was a separate curriculum for Spanish reading and English
1s a Second.Language. Math for Everyone (in English) and the rest of the
regular math program were used. One bilingual teacher taught both reading
and math to the students and helped the children by telling them what the
English directions were in Spanish. One class operated basically at the
kindergarten level, one at grade one, and ome at an intermediate level
(grades four - six).

Vary few students had Reading Total and Math Total scores on a pre- and
posttest basis, but.those that are available are shewn in Figure a-25.
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It is difficult to compare these scores to these of all LEP students by
grade since summer school grade assignments did not necessarily match
regular school year assignments. However, a look at overall scores
across grades suggests that: '

" @ LEP students who attended summer school scored below the
average for all LEP retainees in spring 1982.

® Summer School LEP students still score below the LEP
retainee average ir 19&3, but close the gap somewhat in the
reading area (but no: ia with),

"EADING TOTAL

1981-82 1982-83

Grade N
0 2 ' .60 .95
1 5 1.20 2.20
4—-6 , 2 2.60 3.60
Mean ‘ 9 1.38 2.23
. Mean for 118 1.70 2.44
all LEP -
Retainees
MATH TOTAL
Crade N 1981-82 1982-83
0 ; ©1.13 1.75
1 is 1.5° 2.37
4-6 7 2.4%9 3.73
Mean T 26 T:’S 2.64
Mean for 148 1.9 2.74
2.1 LEP
Ret:inees

Figure A-25. SUMMER SCHOu: L%? A AND B STUDENT SCORES.
Reading Totx’ a+d Math Total mean GE
scores on the 1v81-82 (Pre) and 1982-83
(Post) ITBS." :
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82.42

One final measure¢ of <mproved English skills was the ability of these
students to take th.< ITBS. Teachers have the option of exempting stu-
dents from takirg the ITBS after they have attempted one subtest

(usually in math) if they feel the students' command of English is not
great enough to hiandle the remaining tests. A check was made to see

how many validé scores were available for these students in reading.
Overall, ther: ’as an increase from 10 students with 1981-82 scores to

23 students wira 1982-83 scores. Thus, it appears that these students did
show some improvement in their command of the English language. How much
of this imprrwement is due to summer school is impossible to say.

Evaluation Onestion D2-5: Did the achievement of summer school retainees

who received “ome visits, phone calls to former teachers, or no extra
contacts differ on skills emphasized? '

Before summer cchool began, ceachers called the former teachers of about
half of *the =iudents and visited the homes of about one fourth of the stu-
dents. These groups weare randomly selected, so some students fell in both
groups. .»out one fou:’h had no contacts made. The home visits and phone
calls to former teachzrs were designed to give the summer teacher more
information abaut the students' needs and interests and build rapport with
the homes. '

Teachers reporter completing about two thirds of the randomly assigned
phone calls and %4% or the assigned home visits. Incomplete calls or
home visits were included in the group receiving '"neither' contact.

Figures 4-26 and A-27 show the reading and math scores of summer school
students in tha areas emphasized.

In teazing, students whose teachers both called former teachers and visited
the homs seemed to show better gains at grades 1, 3, and 5/6. Those receiv-
ing !ust home visits showed the best gains at grade two and those receiving
just shone calls gained the most at grade four. The group which had no con-
tacts did not show the best gains in any case.

In math concepts, students who had both a home visit and call to the former
teacher showed the best gains at grades 1, 2, and 5/6. Those receiving just
nnme visits and those receiving no visit or call made the best gains at
g:ade 4, while those receiving no, visit or call showed the best gains at
grade 3. In math problem solving, those receiviag home visits showed the
best gains at grades two and three, those whose former  teachers were called
did t-st at grade one, those receiving home visits or both did best at

. grade four, and those receiving both did best at grade 5/6.

Thus, those students for whom teachers had additional information did seem
to make slightly larger gains in reading and math. A phecne call to the
former teachar and a home visit seemed to have the most impact (eight
cases), followed by home visits only (five cases), and phore calls only
(two cases). There were only two cases in which the group for which the
teachers had no advance information did as well or better than ths other

groups.
asg P
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VOCABULARY (1ST) AND READING COMPREHENSION

NEITHER

GRADE HOME VISITS PHONE CALLS BOTH

N OB s 83| N 8 Calns 83| N 8 Cans 8| N 8 Cans 8
LW Lo W86 LI0[ 13 L0s 950 202010 93 L1z 2.05 [105 L8 .85 2.03
)37 L8 9 285 | 1 La0 81 271 6 18 .90 268 | 89 202 .83 2.85
O Ps 292 .0 3| 8 258 48 30508 3% .9 413 | 9 200 5 LU
RO 343 3 RIT| 1L 85 88 34| 5 LT .20 392 | SETIAT .60 .06
X
B 5 hAL L8 S| 7 AL b LI6| 9 G610 .66 | %0 &2 92 5.

Figure A-26. READING SCORES FOR'THOSE RECEIVING CONTACT BEFORE SUMMER SCHOOL. ITBS mean grade
equivakent scores ave shown for the readlng areas emphasized in summer school--
vocabulary (V) at grade 1 and reading comprehension (RC) at grades 2-6.
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MATH CONCEPTS

z% - Z8

GRADE HOME VISEIS PIONE CALLS BO'L NEITHER

] __N 82 Galu_z_im 83 __14“ 82 ming B3 __N 82 Calns 83 N 82 Cains 8]
! 6y 1.27 .65 192 | 12 LA 92 2.06 | 10 1307 .03 2.10 w08 1,36 .74 2.10
2 4199 00 2.89 | 14 2.3 8 1LY 6 2.10 .97 30761 213 .8 2,98
3 9 LN .68 1.19 7 110 59 3.00 i 3.2 A 4.01 | 44 2.66 400 34
4 ) Wb .66 ¢ 440 | 13 356 .82 1.98 5 1.5 .14 364 58 )51 65 4.16

S6610 01 4.0 60 5.3 8 4.56 40 4.9 9 4,82 144 6,27 ] 93 454 B0 5.3

MATH PROBLEM SOLVING

CRADE HOME VISITS PHONE CALLS BOTH NEITHER

lno s vame By | W B2 CGates B3 | M 82 Galug 8 | N 82 Calus B3
| 63 115 .81 toe |12 L 84 216 10 132 .65 1.97 108 137 .72 2.09
2 40 2.0 .67 .75 1 1 230 .53 2.8 6 2.60 .17 .17 87 2% .66 2,87

) | 2.87 .81 3.67 6 2,60 .65 125 9 344 .78 4,22 44 2.69 .76 3.45
4 W335 .63 .98 | 11 354 J0 0 B4 5 2,12 .62 1.3 59 345 45 3.0

5866 41 428 54 4,82 § .68 .84 4,51 9 4,41 1,28 . 5.69] 93 4.0 .87 5.18

Figure A-2].
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MATI CONCENTS AUD MATI PROBLEM SOLVING SCORES FOR THOSE RECEIVING CONTACT BEFORE SUMMER
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Evaluation Question D2-5: Did the achievement of summer school students

who received follow-up activities in the mail differ from other students
on skills emphasized? '

Follow-up activities were designed to provide additional practice in reading
and math for summer school retainees for the rest of the summer. Classes
were randomly assigned to receive a general or specific form of followup to
allow comparisons of effectiveness.

In reading, the "general" follow-up group received a letter giving general
ideas on how to help the child with reading the rest of the summer. The
"structured" group received this ietter plus five weekly fun reading activi-
ties for parents to work on with their children. In math, all students were
allow~d to take home their workbooks. The "general" follow-up group received
a letter on the last day of class indicating recommended activities in spe-
cific areas to work on in the workbook. The "structured" group received

this letter plus five weekly letters with specific instructions for workbook
pages to work on.

Tt should be noted that all students were assigned to a group but about one-
third of the parents said they had received no follow-up information in at
least one area. Since parent surveys were anoanymous, the groupings shown

in Figure A-28 are based on those assigned to receive structured or general
followup. The fact that some parents reported that they had not received
the materials must be considered ih interpreting results.

Parent survey results indiczted that those who received specific followup

in math were more likely to complete workbook pages than those who received
generzl or no followup.

a-s9 8¢
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Figure A-28 shows the mean grade equivalent scores in reading areas emphasized
in summer school for those assigned to receive general and specific followup.

* STRUCTURED GENERAL

82 83 82 83

Grade N Mean Gain Mean N Mean Gain Mean
Gr. 1 (M) 101 1.06 .84 1.9 | 9 1.18 = .91  2.09
-Gr. 2 (RC) 80 1.88 .85 2.72 66  2.04 92 2.96
3 {Rc) 49 2.77 .51 3.28 41 2.7 .75 3.65

4 (RC) 56 3.63 .67 4.30 46  3.13 .63 3.75

5& 6 (RC) 77 4.39 .85  5.24 64 . 4.19 92 5.10

Figure A-28. ITBS READING SCORES FOR SUMMER 3CHOOL RETAINEES
RECEIVING STRUCTURED AND GENERAL FOLLOWUP ACTIVI-
TIES. Mean grade equivalent scores are shown for
areas emphasized in the summer program--vocabulary
at grade 1 (V) and reading comprehension (RC) at
grades 2-6. Fifth and sixth graders used the sare
materials and were often in the same classrooms.

5

Gains for the two groups appear to be quite similar except at grade 3 where
the general followup group appeared to gain more. Thus, those who received
structured followup activities for five weexs did not appear to gain any
more than the other students in the reading areas emphasized.

81
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MATH PROBLEM SOLVING

hd O
, STRUCTURED GENERAL
82 .83 ' 82 83
GRADE N Mean Gain Mean N Mean Gain Mean
Gr. 1 106 1,27 .75 2.02 89 1.32 .76 2.08
2 81  2.20 .60 2.80 66 2.24 .63 2.87
3 52 2.78 .66 - 3.44 45 2.88 .90 3.78
4 T 59 3.42 .66 4.09 52 '3.37 31 2.68
5/6 82 4.35 .89  5.25 | 69  4.17 .70 4.88

MATH CONCEPTS

. STRUCTURED GENERAL

82 83 82 83

GRADE N Mean~ Gain Mean N Mean Gain Mean
1 104 © 1.27 75 2.02 89 1.35 .71 2.06

2 . 81  2.00 .83 2.83 67 2.24 .89 3.13

f .

3 : 54 2.78 .79 3.51 46 3.10 .74 3.8

4 58 - 3.69 .61 4.3l 52 . 3.47° .59 4.06

s/6 82  4.83 .76 5.59 65 4.36 .77 5.12

Figure A-29. ITBS MATH SCORES FOR SUMMER SCHOOL RETAINETS RECEIVING
GENERAL AND SPECIFIC FOLLOWUP. Mean grade equivalent
scores are shown for the two areas emphasized in the
summer program. !

As these charts reveal, gains in math problem solving wereusimilar for rhe two
groups at grades one and two, greater for the general group at grade three, and.
greater for the specific followup group at grades four and five/six. Iun math
concepts, gains were similar for the two groups ac 21l grade levels. '
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Decision Question D3: Can students who will benefit from retention be

identified?

\,

\
Evaluation Question D3-1: What characteristics of students who
benefit from retention can be identified?

Results of the discriminant analyses are discussed in Appendix I of this
report. - '

83
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CASE2

Variables

U Unit vector

1 = posttest

2 = pretest

3 = pretest if group‘l; 0, otherwise

4 = pretest if group 2; 0, otherwise

5 =,pretést squared (variable 2 squared)
6 = variable 3 squared

7 = variable 4 squared

8 = 1 if group 1; O, gtherwise

9 = 1 if group 2; 0, otherwise

Models

Model 1 1=U+3+4+6+7+8+9

Model 2 1=U+3+&+5+8+9
Model 3 1=U+4+2+5+8+9
Model 4 1=U=+2+25

Model 5 l1=U+3+4+ 8+

\0

Model 6 1=U+2+ 8+ 9

Model 7 1=0+2

84
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Attachment A-1

Comments

Allows independent curvilinear
regression lines.

’ v
Requires quadratic component
of lines to be equal for each
group. Intercepts may differ.

Requires parallel curvilinear

- regression lines. Intercepts

may differ.

Requires parallel curyilinear
regression lines with common
intercept.

Allows independent (different)
linear (straight line) regression
lines.

Requires common l.near slopes;
and intercepts may differ.

Requires commcn linear slopes
and commorn intercepts.



82.42 Attachment A-2
(Page 1 of 4)

81-82 Retainee Followup--One Year
Reading Total 81-82 to 82-83

Correlation Linear or . P
Pre/Post Curvilinear .Value Model
Overall .89 . L 0.0000 Accept Model 3--same slopes,
different intercepts. Rets.-
two months lower
1 ..37 C .001 Accept Model 3--same slopes,
: diff. intercepts. Rets.-.16
months
2 .64 L .02 - Accept Model 6--same slope,
diff. intercepts. Rets.—.16 GE
years lower
3 .72 L ns
4 .79 L .001 Accept Model 6--same slopes,
different intercepts. Rets. .29
GE years lower
5 .80 L ns
6 .82 L .002 Accept Model 6--same slope, diff.
intercepts. Rets. .70 GE years
lower .
Math Total ”
1 .54 L .03 Accept Model 5--slopes and inter-
cepts vary. Lines intersect.
Rets. .36 GE years lower.
2 .52 L .03 Accept Model 5--intersecting lines.
Rets. .54 GE years lower.
3 .73 L .02 Accept Model 6--same slope, diff.
intercepts. Rets. .15 GE year lower.
4 .69 L .0007 Accept 6--different inter- :pts.
Rets. .41 GE year behind.
5 .78 L .001 Accept 6. Different int. c:epts.
Rets. .29 GE years behind.
6 .72 L .0001 Acéept 6. Different intercepts.

Rets. .76 GE years behind.
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82.42 Attachment A-3
o (Page 1 of 5}

80-81 Retainee two-year Followup: Reading Total

Correla- Linear or P
_ tion Curvilinear Value Model

1 .27 C .0000 Accept Model 3. Same slope--different
intercept, Rets. .52 GE yrs. behind.

2 .55 L . 0007 Accept Model 6. Same slope different
intercepts. Rets. .37 GE years behind.

3 .70 C .05 Accept Mo+ ~ 2--different slopes and
intercepts .ret. .12 behind).

4 .72 , C .04 Accept Model 3--same slope, different

intercepts. Rets. .40 GE years behind.

80-81 Retainee two-year Followup: Math Total

1 48 ' L .04 Lines intersect (slopes and intercepts
differ). Accept full model 5).
Rets. .62 mos lower.

2 .57 : .04 Regression lines intersect--MOdel 5.
Retainees .69 GE years lower.

3 .53 c .0003 Accept Model 3—Parallel curvilinear
’ lines with different intercepts (Ret.
.53 years behind).

4 .67 L .001 Accept Model 6. Parallel lines with
different intercepts. Ret. .55 years
behind. '
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82.42 Attachment A-4 .
(Page 1 of 2)

-

B
79-80 Retainees Three-Year Followup Reading Total
Ccrrela- Linear or F
Grade tion Curvilinear Sig. i Model
1 .36 C .001 : Accept Model 3--parallel
- ’ lines but different itner-
cepts. Rets. .61 months
behind.
2 .53 C ns Model 4;—same‘slopes and

intercepts.

79-80 Retainees Three-Year Followup Math Total

1 47 L .03 Aééept Model 6--parallel
lines, different intercepts.
Retainees gain .3 GE years less.

2 .58 L .001 ' . Accept Model 6-—parallel

lines with different intercepts..
Retainees gain .65 GE years less.
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Retention/Promotion
Appendix B

RETENTION FILES
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

04.4(."

INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Retention Files

Brief description of the data file: .This collection of data files contains descriptiQe

information (school, grade, sex, ethnicity, LEP status, Special Education status, ITBS
Files exist for those -,

Reading and Math total scores, free lunch status) on retainees.
retained at the end of 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1982-83, Separate files also exist for
retainees attending symmer School in 1982 and 1983 and for those matched with nonretainee

low achievers for comparisons of achievement.

Which. students or other individuals are included on the file?

The files created eaéh June—include all students recommended for retention by the schools.
Matched achievement files only fnclude those who were actually retained— thosa with

the same grade level listed on the ITBS records two vears in a row.

o

How often is information on the file added, deleted, or updated?
When the files are to

Schools send in lists of students to be retained each spring.
be used, current retention status is generally verified based on the Student Master

File or ITBS files to see if any students were promoted since spring.

Who is responsible for changing or adding information to the file?
ORE programmer for District Priorities.

How was the information contained on the file gathered?

Prior to 1981-82, schools sent in hand-written lists of students to be retained along
with their grade level and .identification numbers. Starting in 1981-82, Data Services
sent each school a complete list of students and asked them to cross through the names

of retainees. These are due in one week aftar school ends.

Are there problems with the information on the file that may
affect the validity of the data?

None that are known.

‘Yhat data are available concermng the accuracy and reliability of

the ihformation on the file?
School records. Student Master File records, and ITBS records can be usgd o verify

accuracy.

Are there normative or historical data available for interpreting
the results?

Retention files are available for 1979-80, 1930-81, 1981-82, and 1982-33.

Brief dascription of the file layout:
File layouts vary. The files of recommended retainees have had a standard laycut feor

1981-32 and 1982-83 (see Attachment B-1). Other Zormats can be found in the D:Lstnc:
Priorities programmer's notebook. "Key f£iia names ZInclude:

1979-80 Retainee rile EDPRTNE0 1981-82 Retainee File EDPRTN82

[ ]
1980-81 Retainee File EDPRINS1 1982 Summer School File EDPSUME2

11y
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Purpose

Retention files were used as an information source for the following
decision|and evaluation questions in the retention/promotion design:-

Decision Question Dl. What effects has the District policy on
reqention/promotion had on achievement? on retention rates?
Should the District policy be altered?

Evaluation Question Dl-1. What is the overall rate
of retention for grades K-6 for 1982-83? How does
»/ this compare to 1979-80, 1980-81 and 1981-82°?

Evaluation Question D1-2. 1In terms of 1982-83 enrcll-
ment, what are the retention rates by grade level,
school, and ethnicity? How do these rates compare

to. previous years?

Evaluation Question D1-3. What are the characteristics
of those retained in terms of:
Grade level, :

°
e Ethnicity,
® Sex,
/ e LEP status,
s Chapter I status?
Does this differ from previous years?

Evaluation Question Dl1-4. How many students recom-
mended for retention in June of 1982 were listed as
retainees as of October 1982? as of April 1983? How

- many students not recommended for retention in spring
1982 were placed in lower grades in fall 19827

/ Evaluation Question Dl1-5. What were the achievement

f levels of 1981-82 retainees in spring 19827 How

/ much did they gain between spring 1981 and spring
19827 . How does this compare to their rate of gain

| between spring 1982 and spring 1983? by ethnicity?

/ Evaluation Question D1-6. How much did LEP 1981-82
retainees gain between spring 1982 and spring 1983
/ compared to other retainees?

Evaluation Question Dl1-7. How do the achievement
levels and gains in reading and math of 1981-82
retainees after one year compare to those of 1979-80
and 1980-81 retainees after one year?

[
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Evaluation Question D1-8. How do the achievement levels
and gains of 1981~-82 retained students compare to a
group of similar students (matched on factors such as
previous achievement gains, age, sex, ethnicity, special
education status, LEP A and B status) after one year?

Evaluation Question D1-9. How does the average achieve-
ment of the 1981-82 retainees and the matched group
compare to' the average for all AISD students in -the

same grade?

Evaluation Question D1-10. How does the achievement of
1980-81 retainees and a matched group compare after
two years?

Evaluation Question D1-11. How does the achievement of
students retained as first and second graders in 1979-
-— 80 and a matched group compare after three years?

Declsion Question D2. How effective have efforts been directed
towards retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-~1. Did the fall teachers of
retainees receive skills and weaknesses sheets filled
out by the previous teachers? Were they helpful?

Evaluation Question D2-2. How many retainees attended
the 1982 summer school for retainees?

Evaluation Question D2-3. What were the attendance
rates of 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school
during 1981-82, summer school, and 1982-83?

Evaluation Question D2-4. How did the achievement of
retainees who did and did not attend summer school
compare on emphasized math and reading skills?

Evaluation Question D2-5. Did the achievement of
summer school retainees who received home visits, phone
calls to former teachers, or no extra contacts differ
on skills emphasized?

Evaluation Question D2-6. Did the achievement of summer
school students who received follow-up activities in
the mail differ from other students on skills emphasized?

Evaluation Question D2-10. Does focusing special
attention on retainees have an impact on their achieve-
ment?

c

Evaluation Question D2-11. If so, what methods seem most
effective in meeting the needs of the retained child?
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Decision Question D3. fan students who will benefit from reten-
tion be identified?

Evaluation Question D3-1. What characteristics of _
students who benefit from retention can be identified?

Procedure

Each June, the list of those recommended for retention is obtained from
data services. Since 1981-82, this had taken the form of a computer

file of names, identification numbers, and some descriptive information
from the Student Master File. The District Priorities programmer then
adds additional information to the file as needed. At least once in the
fall and spring, the retention status of students is checked against the
Student Master File or ITBS Files to see if students are still retained or
have been promoted.

Summer schools have been held for elementary retainees during 1982 and
1983. Names and identification numbers of students enrolled were obtained
from the teachers at each summer school campus. Additional descriptive
information was added from the Student Master File, project files, ITBS
files, and Student Data Cards supplied at the end of the summer session.

Matched student achievement files were created by matching all retainees
tested in two or more consecutive years with similar low achievers not
retained. ' ‘

Results

The retention files were used only as an information source of retainee
names and characteristics. Results of subsequent analyses performed are
shown in other appendices in this report. The list below shows the results
discussed in each appendix which used the retention files as a beginning
source:

Appendix Appendix Results
Letter Name Discussed
A ITBS Achieyément Analyses.
C Student Master File Descriptive Information.
F Aftendance Registers Attendance of a sample of 1982
. . summer school students.
G Teacher Checklist _ Ratings of a sample of retainees’
skills and behavior by fall
teachers.

. 114



Coordinator/Teacher
Study

Discriminant Analyses

Effects of coordinators supplying
lists of retained and pre-K
students to first-grade teachers.

Characteristics of successful

~and unsuccessful retainees.

115
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82.42 , " Attachment B-1

FILE LAYOUT

FlLABELED  [JUNLA3ELZD - : CPAGE _____OF __ _
LABEL ID ZDFRTLIL TAPE NO.______ BY:
~BLOCKSIZE _'97  CHARACTERS - DATE CREATED:
Ciscoao SIZE CHARACTERS SUG, SCRATCH DATE:
' DENSITY . 3P1
SEQUENCE

DESCRIPTION /5700 fddermue dad. Aodiil,. s -Fede
REMARKS =t w77,

v
Ak oS
Lol SF| SOLUMNS | pata FoRMAT | FlELD mavE | REMARKS
7z L, 1 7 | Tot = |
r b e | Lo Skt |
/) | 7 | Sebs = |
/| [ /5 | Loy Oode. | F o E it rinnd,
AR WP | a0 B, | ¥4/ san S0
Lo | ,7 | | Loe O | '
L3 1y 2o | ded t l
Z | 2s Vas | | Aors |
27l es V47 | | A | '
\-/|' 3 ls—a I.:Té ‘ /03_2,42;»-( C::Z'-N-/ /f«f l
i v ’J‘j | ) fzu«// Tt o ‘ T= oo
i ! I I - ; f/d-,g_a//‘/ |
g,f.zr |41AJ AA& gﬂ%~+/ L{;aJl
. 3 1.57'|_527| frs oot | a/ﬁLu, = |
Lo | o0 | | |
L 4 Ver Vot ! Onsom | Hols, = |
Lo |25 | | e U |
| 274126 194 | | Frs |
L 22 V73 | a5 | Cotzrsc |
i 5 !/'9247 l/?o ! l Pt Locds ’
Loy iz, | V 4% Fon |
I 2 | /“‘.-_’,i ;23 ; !4(,24;,;;: 4/ |
I 2 /51,557 Il e o
g e g NSt S
g J l/"/ l/-;-f/ I | J:'*L.’;’?. Sy (,-:E.i s =L '
—'i e ’/—/-.'/' |/4<:;‘ l | @,"mhml.n—am }
! J ‘/4-{, Vaw | ' .él;f_u. , =l |
; d | yen lsy | l &.\.4,..@/44) » | ‘
U~ et | e | b el ‘ ’
L Ve s | e i v +

SAMPLE RETENTION FILE FORMAT. Once Data Processing supplies the basic
file, ORE's programmer 'unpacks' it and adds other data. This is only *
part of the format. .
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Retention/Promotion
Appendix C

RETAINEE CHARACTERISTICS: STUDENT MASTER FILE

117




82.42° S

Instrument Description: Retainee Characteristics: Student Master File

R | |

Spief desc—iadcism of chae data file:

-

The Student Mastar File is a camputerized data file which contains esseantial Distrizc
information on student enrollment status and eligibility for a variety of progranms.
This file includes each student's name, identification aumber, birthdate, zrade,
‘school (past and present), sex, ethnicity, immucizaclons, low-income status, and
desegregation status.

which students or other i3dividuals are Iizncluded sm the file? |

All students ever earolled in the Austia Independent School District until age 21.

Sow odzea 13 IsSsrmacion on the fila addsd, delatad. or wuzdazad?

Continuously.

“no g Tesvonsibdle fow changisg o7 addisg i=mfsrmaciss Ty the $ila?

e

Personnel in the Office of Student Resords and Repor:zs, although the 05fize of

Pesearch and EZvaluation also changes some Sialds. I
Sow was. zhe izfov=acioc cintalized on the fila zacthared?

Most inforracica is providad by tha parenzs ua a card racurned %o the scheol.
Idencifization aumbers are assizned by the 2Z7ica of Student Records and Repor:s.

Mome that ara xnown. Cccaslonally, 2 student is deleted from the file and :he zumber
reused which could result in mismatches.

waat daca aTe avallabla scmcsw=mimz the iczuracr :=d Telfanilisc of ha
is3sr=atizn on sze fila?

The f£ile i3 used by a nuaber cf AISD personnel quite 9fzean. Any inconsistencies
or errors are reported as discovered to Data Processing.

Aza there noTmazive ar hiscorical daga availabls Izt ingarorTacizz he

Tasuylcs?

Only for scme dates when the f£ile wag saved. A copy of the Student Master File was
saved at the end of the 1980-8l, 1981-32, and 1982-33 school year.

she 341a lavcuf:

1%

Jriaf descTizsicn S

For purposes of the reteantion sctudy, the Zollowing Iinformation was pullaed frem the
student master file: student name, ildentifizacion awmber, Sirthdate, sex. echnicizy,
low~inccme status, desegregation starus. This beczme part of a new Iile of retainees
from 1980-31, 1981-32, and 1982-33.

erlc | 115
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RETAINEE CHARACTERISTICS: STUDENT MASTER FILE

Purpose

The Student Master File is a computerized data file which includes a variety
of descriptive information on students enrolled in Austin ISD. Information

from this data file provided data relevant to the following decision and
evaluation questions:

Decision Question Dl: What effects has the District policy on reten-—
tion/promotion had on achievement? on retention rates? Should the
District policy be altered?

Evaluation Question Dl-1: What is the overall rate of reten-

tion for grades K-6 for 1982-83? How does this compare to 1979-80,
1980-81, and 1981-82?

Evaluation Question D1-2: In terms of 1982-83 enrollment, what
are the retention rates by grade level, school, and ethnicity?
How do these rates compare to previous years?

.

Evaluation Question D1-3: What are the characteristics of those
retained in terms of:

Grade level,
Ethnicity,

Sex,

LEP status,
Chapter 1 status?

Does this differ from previous years?

Evaluation Question Dl-4: How many students recommended for
retention in June of 1982 were listed as retainees as of
October 1982? as of April 1983? How many students not recom-

mended for retention in spring 1982 were placed in lower grades
in fall 19827

Procedure

At the end of each school year, schools send in a list of students to be
retained the following school year. These are keypunched in Data Processing
onto a diskette. ORE is allowed access to the file, copies it, and adds
information as needed to the file. ; :

119
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The Student Master File provided information on students' schools (present

and past), grade, sex, and ethnicity. Information on LEP status and Chap-

ter 1 status was obtained from project files. All of this information was

merged onto one retention file. Enrollment figures from spring 1980, 1981,
1982, and 1983 were used in calculating retention rates in terms of enroll-
ment.

The retention status of students recommended for retention in spring 1982
was checked in October and March' to see if any students had been promoted
or had left AISD.

Results

Evaluation Qeustion Dl1-1: What is the.overall rate of retention for grades
K-6 for 1982-83? How does this compare to 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82?

Our best estimate of the overall retention rate for grades K-6 in 1982-83 is
1,025. Four schools have not reported as yet——-the 57 schools which have
reported recommended 1,001 students for retention. The known count of 1,001
retainees will be used in further breakdowns in this appendi:.

The number of retainees recommended for retention at the end of the last
four school years was:
Number Recommended

School Year for Retention
1979-80 652 - (0ld policy)
1980-81 1,225 (New policy published)
1981-82 1,448  (New policy in effect)
1982-83 . 1,025 (Estimate). :

Thus, the rate decreased this spring after an upward trend started with the
publication of the new policy. The 1982-83 rate is lower than the 1981-32
rates.

'Evaluétion Question D1-2: In terms of 1982-83 enrollment, what are the re-
tention rates by grade level, school, and ethnicity? How do these rates
compare to previous years?

1982-83
Grade Enrollment Retained %
K 5,086 48 .9
1 4,764 539 11.3
2 4,322 158 3.7
3 4,062 76 1.9
4 4,119 57 2.4
5 4,188 52 1.2
6 4,403 31 .7
Total 30,944 1,001% . 3.2

Figure C-1. RETENTION RATE BY GRADE IN TERMS OF ENROLLMENT. Enroll-
ment based on year-end figures from Student Master File
for 1982-83. *The tectal number of retainees for 1982-83
is based on data for 57 out of 61 schools.

120
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Looking at Figure C-1, we can see that the highest number of students
retained in terms of enrollment was at first gra . (539 or 11.3%) and
the lowest number was at grade six (31 or .7%). This pattern was also
seen in past years.

The number and percent of students retained by school at the end of the
1982-83 school year is shown}in Attachment C-1. At the end of 1982-83, the
number recommended for .retention varied from O to 74 per school. The per-
cent retained ranged from .0% to 10.9%. Between 1980-81 and 1981-82, reten-
tion rates by school .increased in about half of the cases and decreased in
about half of the cases. Between 1981-82 and 1982-83, retencion rates
decreased in most cases (48 of 57 schools or 84%).

In 1982-83, 10.3% of the American Indian, 3.8% of the Black, 5.0% of the
Asian, 5.1% of the Hispanic, and 1.8% of the Anglo students enrolled in
AISD were retained. Percentages increased slightly over previous years
for the American Indians and Asians and decreased for Blacks, Hispanics,
and Anglos (with the largest decrease for Blacks).

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83*

Enrolled Retained Percent | Enrolled Retained Percent | Enrolled Retained Percent
American Indian 97 0 0 104 8 7.7 117 12 10.3
Black 5,795 337 5.8 5,943 420 ° 7.1 6,062 229 3.8
Asian 409 14 3.4 T a9 - 17 3.8 563 28 5.0
Hispanic 8,090 575 6.6 8,986 677 T 7.5 9,238 469 5.1
Anglo 15,013 293 2.0 15,234 321 2.1 14,964 263 1.8

Figure C-2. RETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY IN TERMS OF ENROLLMENT. Enroll-
ment based on year-end figures from Student Master File.
*The total number of retainees for 1982-83 is based on data
from 57 out of 61 schools. ’
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Evaluation Question D1-3: What are the chaPracteristics of those retained
in terms of: grade level, ethnicity, sex, LEP status, Chapter 1 status?
Does this differ from previous years?

Out of the 1001 students recommended for retention:

4.8% were at kindergarten.
53.8% were at-first grade.
15.8% were at second grade.
7.6% were at third grade.
9.7% were at fourth grade.
5.2% were at fifth grade, and
3.1% were at sixth grade.

As can be seen from the figures above, the highest percent of retainees was
at grade one followed by grade two.

American Anglo/

Indian Black Asian Hispanic Other Total

No. % No. % No. A No. % No. % No. %
1979-80 2 .3 122 19 15 2 288 45 216 34 643 100
1980-81 O 0 337 28 14 1 575 47 293 24 1219 100
1981-82 8 .6 420 29 17 | 1 677 47 321 22 1443 100
1982-83 12 1 229 23 28 3 469 47 263 26 1001* 100

Figure C-3. KETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY: 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82
1982-83., Rates are based on those recommended to be
retained at the end of each year. Data was missing for
nine retainees from 1979-80, six from 1980-81, and five
from 1981-82. *The total number of retainees for 1982-83
is based on data for 57 out of 61 schools.

In 1979-80, the largest group of retainees was Hispanics, followed by Anglo,
Black, Asian, and American Indian students. The only difference in the pat-

“ tern in 1980-81 and 1981-82 was that the Black retainee population exceeded

RN the Anglo population in these years. In 1982-83, the number of Anglo retainees
h exceeded Black retainees once again. Compared to last year's figures, Hispanic's
\\\ retainee figures stayed the same, Anglos increased by 4%, Blacks decreased by
\ 6%, Asians increased by 2% and American Indians increased by .4Z%.
N
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Male Female
o o o ) o o
] 4 waua ] ¥ wa
Mo | I~ (-3~ Mo [V (-3
U -~ U U -~ Q) U U
- a0 oo £ 0 oW Own
et 2L EE| 3E E5 i
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 28 28 A& Zun Ze
1979-80 392 61% 251 392 643 100%
1980-81 765 63% 454 372 1219 1002 15,325 765 5% 114,678 454 3Z
1981-82 882 61Z 561 392 1443 1002 15,630 882 6% |15,080 561 47
1982-83 608 612 393 397 1001* 100Z 15,739 608 4% 115,205 393 3%

Figure C-4. RETENTION RATES BY SEX. Enrollment based on June Student Master
File for each year. *The total number of retainees for 1982-83
is based on data for 57 out of 61 schools.

Approximately two thirds of those retained were male and one third were
female. These percentages have been stable for the last four years.

About 47 of the 15,739 boys enrolled were retained in 1982-83 comparad
to 6% last year and 5% in 1980~81. The percentage of girls retained in
1982-83 was 3% of the 15,205 girls enrolled compared to 4% last year and
3% in 1980-81. )

There was a decrease of 1% in the number of male and female retainees
between 1981-82 to 1982-83.

Chapter 1 LEP Total

Crade No. % No. % No. A
K 15 31.3% 13 27.1% 48 100%
1 274  50.8% 96 17.8% | 539 100%

2 62  39.2% 20 12.7% | 158 100%
3 32 42.1% 11 14.5% 76 100%
4 21  21.6% 20 20.6% 97 100%
5 13 25.05 8 15.4% 52 100%
6 5 16.1% 4 12.9% 31 100%
Total 422 42,27 | 172 17.2% ] 1001%* 100%

Figure C-5. PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS RECOMMENDED
FOR RETENTION IN 1981~82 IN CHAPTER 1
AND LEP PROGRAMS DURING 1982-83. *The’
total numver of retainees for 1982-83
is based ‘on data for 57 of 61 schools.-
Duplicated counts-—some students were
served by both programs.

Q 4 : - C-7 123
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Figure C-5 shows the number and percent of students recommended for
retention who participated in the Chapter.l program or were classified
as limited English proficient (LEP) students during 1982-83. The total
number of students involved in the Chapter 1 program was 422 (42.2% of
1001). The total number of students classified as LEP during 1982-83
who were retained was 172 (17.2%). The percentage of retainees who
participated in Chapter 1 is higher than the percentage involved in
Title I in 1980-81 (42.2% versus 32.7%). The percentage of retainees
who are LEP is down slightly from 1980-81 (17.2% versus 22.2%).

Evaluation Question Dl-4: How many students recommended for retention
in June of 1982 were listed as retainees as of October 1982? as of
April 1983? How many. students not recommended for retention in spring
1982 were placed in lower grades in fall 19827

The first. two parts of this question, calling for updated information on
students recommended for retention last spring, are addressed with the
Student Master File. The last part, asking for students placed in a
lower grade in fall, is addressed in the Teacher Checklist appendix
(Appendix G). ,

Student Master File updates were completed in October 1982 and March 1983
(one month before the originally planned date). Figure C-6 shows the
number of students retained as of June 1982, October 1982, and March 1983.

Retained in AISD Promoted in AISD Left District

Date Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
June 1982 1448 (100%)

October 1982 1204 (83.1%) 82 (5.7%) 162 (11.2%)

March 1983 1143 (78.9%) 118 (8.1%) 187 (12.9%)

Figure C-6. STUDENTS RETAINED AS OF JUNE 1982, OCTOBER 1982,
AND ‘MARCH 1983. Figures based on Student Master
File.

As this figure illustrates, 79% of the students recommended for retemtion in

spring of 1981-82 were still retained and in AISD as of March 1983. About 8%
were promoted and in AISD in March, and 13% had left AISD. Of those who left
AISD, eight were known to be in Austin private schools--five had been promoted
and three had been retained.

L
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How many students were promoted after attending summer school?

An extra breakdown was done to see if the promotion rate was higher for
those attending the 1982 summer school or not by March 1983. Figure C-7
shows the results.

' Summer §$ﬁool Attendees Non-SS Attendees Total
N % N % N %
Promoted 26 5.2% 97 12.6% 123 9.7%
Not Promoted "476 94.87% 670 87.4% | 1146 90.37%
Total 502 100.0% 767 100.0% 1269 100.0%

Figure C-7. PROMOTION RATES FOR 1981-82 RETAINEES WHO ATTENDED AND
DID NOT ATTENL SUMMER SCHOOL. Figures are based on
all students still on the Student Master File as of
March 1983. Figures include eight students on AISD's
Student Master File but in Austin private schools.

Thus, 26 (5.2%) of the 502 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school were
promoted. However, 97 (12.6%) of the 767 1981-82 retainees who did not attend
summer school were promoted. The source of this difference in promotion rate
is not clear. It could be that'!'those who went to summer school were the lowest
achievers, or that parents of thbse who attended summer school did not push for
promotion because they had been told summer school would not lead to promotionm.

Summary

The data indicate that:

e Almost half of the retainees are Hispanic with about one fourth
Anglo and one fourth Black students making up the remainder.
Very few retainees are Asian or American Indian. In terms of
percent of each ethnic group enrolled recommended for retentionm,
more Hispanic and Black students are retained than Anglo, Asian,
or American Indian students. ‘ '

e About two thirds of the students retained are male.

e About 427 of those recommended for retention during 1982-83
had been served by Chapter 1l; 177% were classified as limited
English proficienct students.

e Of the 1448 students recommended for retention in spring of
1982, 79% were still retained and in AISD as of March 1983.
About 8% were promoted and in AISD in March, and 13% had
left AISD.

e The number recommended fcor retention this spring was lower than
last spring when the new retention policy first went into effect.

-
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82.42 ' “Attachment C-1

(STUDENTS RETAINED ‘IN JUNE 1983)

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (ADM)* NO. RETAINED % RETAINED
Allan - 142 682 74 10.9
Allison - 101 384 29 7.6
Andrews - 102 702 12 1.7

*Barrington - 149 : 468 -0 0
Barton Hills - 103 252 11 4.4
Becker - 104 697 . 72 10.3
Blackshear - 105 478 5 1.0
Blanton - 106 494 6 1.2

*Brentwood - 107 - - -
Brooke - 108 364 5 1.4
Brown - 109 584 37 6.3
Bryker Woods - 110 222 9 4.1
Campbell - 111 368 1 .3
Casis - 112 - 350 34 9.7
Cook - 161 : 657 19 2.9
Cunningham - 113 674 1 .1
Dawson - 114 681 ¢ 25 3.7
Doss - 154, 541 6 1.1
Govalle - 116 601 31 5.2
Graham - 159 304 6 2.0

*Gullett - 117 - - -
Harris - 118 580 4 .7
Highland Park - 119 380 19 5.0
Hill - 155 413 11 2.7
Houston - 162 1041 . 25 2.4
Joslin - 120 800 . ) 17 2.1
Langford - 168 999 67 6.7
Lee = 121. : 302 1 .3
Linder - 160 533 15 2.8
Maplewood - 122 403 15 3.7
Mathews - 123 391 4 1.0
Menchaca - 147 463 9 1.9
Metz - 124 444 ' 25 5.6
Norman - 150 239 10 4.2
Oalk. Hill - 148 1029 21 2.0
Oak Springs - 125 447 41 9.2
Odom - 156 861. .. . . -1l4. 1.6
Ortega - 126 257 3 1.2
Pease - 178 ~ 237 ‘ 1 © b

*Pecan Springs — 129 - - -
Pillow - 151 360 5 1.4
Pleasant Hill - 130 621 17 2.7

*Read - 131 - . - -
Reilly - 132 315 14 4.4
Ridgetop - 133 ' 224 . 8 3.6
Rosedale - 134 224 1 4
Rosewood - 135 239 15 6.3
St. Elmo - 136 607 9 1.5
Sanchez - 127 372 32 8.6
Sims -~ 139 207 6 2.9
Summitt - 138 280 5 1.8

o Sunset Valley - 158 655 126‘ 45 E;%

,EMC _ Travis Heights - 140 685 - 12




82.42 o Attachment C-1
(Continued, Page 2 of 2)

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT {ADM)* NO. RETAINED % RETAINET
Walnut Creek-141 282 10 3.5
Webb-167 697 3 4
Williams-166 1026 40 3.9
Winn-157 5 548 20 . 3.6
‘Wooldridge-152 525 3 .6
Wooten-144 | _ 417 28 6.7
Zavala-145 | 373 24 6.4
Zilker-146 462 19 4.1

*No retaineekinformation for these schools available.

\
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Retention/Promotion
Appendix D

TEACHER SURVEY
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Brief desszriztion of *he ‘nstrument:

A computer-generated questionnaire, with a unique assortment of about 15 questisns per
teacher from an item pool of 102 items.

There were specific items for some programs
and the remaining questions were randomly assigned.

To_whom was the {nstrument adminiscersd?

All Migrant Program teachers, all tzachers who did not receive Teacher Surveys last

year (except random SOX samples from Crockett and Martin who all received survevs
last year), and a 507 random sample of all new teachers.

How =manv tizes was the iastrument sdainisterad?

Once, with one reminder notice.

Whea was the instTument administered?

Initial mailing was February'16, 1983, wicth a reminder sent oa March 2, 1983,
closiag date for data processing was April §, 1982. .

Where was .che ingtrument ad=inistarad?

To the teachers ia their schools.

“no admainiszeared the

Self-administerad.

what training iministracors hava?

N/A.

nerz srohlams wich
the wvaliazzv of

Unknown.

wr9 develzced zn

w=ens’

The Office of Research and Evaluation.

elispilizv and validizy daza zre 2vailadl: zn zhae

inssTumenz?

ATe cthera =9Ta 4223 avallapla

b3+

r2syl=3?

Some itams are comparable 2o icems from previous surveys.

e 129
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TEACHER SURVEY

Purpose

Teacher survey results provided information relevant to the following
decision and evaluation questions in the retention/promotion design:

Decision Question D2: How effective have efforts been directed
towards retainees? Should they be continued or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-7: How many schools used the
three videotapes on instructional ideas for retainees?
Were they viewed as helpful?

Evaluation Question D2-8: Are teachers adequately
prepared to deal with the needs of retainees

Procedure

Compléte procedure}information can be found in appendix Q of SYSTEMWIDE
EVALUATION: 1982-83 Technical Report Volume IV, Survey and Records

(ORE Pub. No. 82.55). Basically, the retention items were sent to a ran-
dom sample of 310-350 elementary teachers. About 81-86% of the teachers
- surveyed responded to the items. After responses were keypunched, the
District Priorities Data Analyst wrote a program to calculate the number
and percent of respondents giving each possible option. Responses are
shown in Figure D-1.

Results

Decision.Question D2: How effective have efforts been directed o
towards retainees? Should they be continued or modified?

- -~ - - Evaluation- Question D2-7: How many- schools used the - -
three videotapes on instructional ideas for retainees?
Were they viewed as helpful?

Evaluation Question D2-8: Are teachers adequately
prepared to deal with the needs of retainees?

Videotapes

The three videotapes on instructional ideas for retainees focused on
diagnosis, self-concept, and direct instruction. Elementary principals

130
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previewed the tapés at the August administrator workshop. They were then
made available on a checkout basis at the Library Learning Center (LRC).
LRC records indicate that 27 of the 61 elementary schools (44.3%) checked
out the tapes in the fall of 1982-83. It is possible that some additional
schools simply made copies of the tapes.

Items 89-92 dealt with teachers' opinions on the instructional videotapes
for retainees. Of the 282 teachers responding, about two thirds (68%)
said they had not seen any of the tapes. Approximately 16-20% said they
had seen the diagnosis, self-concept, and direct instruction tapes. These
figures indicate less use of the tapes than the LRC records. It is possi=
ble, of course, that teachers had forgotten the names of nature of the
tapes between fall and February.

About 60% of those who indicated they had seen the tapes said they were
very or somewhat useful. Close to 90% thought they were at least a little
helpful, with only 8-13% responding that they were not helpful. These re-
sponses are close to those of the administrators.

Teacher Preparation ¢

Only 40% of the teachers jin the sample felt adequately prepared to foster
learning in students who had been retained (Item 31). About one third were
neutral or did not know if they were adequately prepared, with 28% saying
they were not adequately prepared to help retainees learn. Half of the
teachers sampled last year thought they were adequately prepared to foster
learning in retainees.

Teachers were also asked whether retention of students with serious achieve-
ment deficiencies is beneficial (Item 32). Three fourths agreed that reten-
tion of these students was a good idea with only 8% disagreeing and 17% un-
sure. These results were similar to those of last year. About two thirds
of the administrators surveyed this year agreed that retention of these stu-
dents is beneficial.

Thus,most teachers seem to believe retention is beneficial for those with
serious achievement problems. Less than half feel adequately prepared to
foster learning for these students. Most teachers did not see the video-
tapes on retention produced last summer - - about 60% of those who saw them
thought they were very or somewhat useful in helping retainees.. .

13
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TEACHER SURVEY QUESTIONS ON RETENTION

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree :

N = Neutral

D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree SA A N D SD DK
DK = Don't Know

31. TEA | .
31 CHERS ARE AQEQUATELY PREPARED TO FOSTER 6% 347 27 3% ST 7

N2248 LEARNING IN STUDENTS WHO HAVE 8gew RETAINED
o IN A GRADZ. (Fb.uS % Responded)
32. RETENTION GF STUDENTS WITH SERIQOUS ACHIZVE~ 327 19 @ e
35338 MINT DEFICIENCIES IS _BENE IcaL. N L ERMATmoamoeR
Ll . ($7.05%0 Respormdsd - '

9. WHICH OF THE THREE VIOEDTAP‘S ON INSTRUCTICNAL IDEAS FJR RETAINESS 210 YCU
alidd v

282 SES THIS YEAR? (S0.6%)0 Yespe
5%';. /¢ 7 OIAGNOSIS (4:.-) 3. 207 DIRSCT INSTRUCTICHN(S8)
. 17% seu--ccncen(w?) 4e 6957 NONE  (/92)
HOW WOULD YCu RATE THE HELPFULNSSS CF THZ TAPES YCOU SAW IM DEALING WITH
RETAINESS?
VERY SOMEWHAT. A LITTLES NGT DiD NCT
HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFLL HELPFUL ZE
9C. ODIlAGNOSIS w=r9p “4%5 H7A 8% 3 Q%2 1571
S1l. SELF=CCNCEPTN=/95 475 13% 723 3% 2 7321
92. OCIRESCT INSTRUC}"‘C&)G’ZS 12%, 0% 3 4% 2 7291

Figure D-1. TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSES TO RETENTION ITEMS. Items were sent to
random samples of 310 - 350 teachers in February 1983. Response
rates were 81-86%. '

ERIC. .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - . °
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Appendix E

ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY
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PAruntext provided by eric [N

82.42 ' '

Instrument Description: Administrator Survey

3riald descriseisn 5 che {agcru=—an::

The "Questions for Administrators” survey included 62 questions. Some questions on this
annual survey were’ also included on the ""Questions for Teachers" survey to allow compari-
sons-—others were asked only of administrators. The survey was computer-generated during
1982-83 for the firsc time, with administrators asked only about tepics applicable to
them. Information related to accreditation, sctaff development, retention, discipline,
bus monitors, achiavement, insurance, administrator evaluation, Project PASS, school
resources, gifted/talented programs, and counselors was collected:

To whom was the !‘zstrusent administarsd? o

All District administrators were surveyed (N=315). Administrators received only questions
which applied to them. The number of questions received varied from 10 questions for
some central administrators to 33 questions for some elementary school administrators.

Jow z2nv zizes was the iastrument adminizzerad?

“Once. Surveys were first sent out February 14 with a reminder sent February 23,

When was the instrumesnt adminfstared?

February 14, 1983 with a reminder survey February 28.

anere was tha iastyiment administared?

Through the school mail to administrators' building addresses.

Who administared the ingirumane?

Self-administered.

anat sraindngz 412 sh2 adnministratars hava?

/AL

was the Instrumants ad=indsczarvad uwadar scandardized 2ardizicas?

Yo, although instruczions were the same to everyone.

Nene that areé known.

o develozad the Ifzscrumens?

District Friorities' evaluator finalized questions submitted by Offica of Research and
Evaluation (ORE) and other AISD staff.
Wnat Tailadilize P

- &L -t -—— - d am” - - - d
o a3l r ans vaildizsT dag3 ays awvallzdla 3n tha {zsstrimen:?

Hone.

ira thavr2 asrm dasa avallzbla

Responses for some questions are available from last year's suzvey. Some item responses
can be compared to those of teachers on their survey. 1
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ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

Purpose

The "Questions for Administrators' survey includes items on a variety of
issues important districtwide. Some of the questions dealt with reten-
tion of students at the elementary’ level (items 4-7, 34-45). These
provided opinions on retention, the policy in general, the potential
usefulness of ‘a number of possible interventions. Items 34-45 provided
information relevant to the following decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D2. How effective have efforts been
directed towards retainees? Should they be continued or
modified?

Evaluation Question D2-7. How many schools used
- the three videotapes on instructional ideas for
retainees? Were they viewed as helpful?

Procedure

Complete information on the procedures and results used for the Adminis-
trator survey are included in Appendix R (ORE Pub. No. 82.55). All
administrators received a sample of questions dpplicable to them during
February. All central administrators responded to item 4. A random
half of the elementary school administrators responded to items 5, 7,
34-45, while the other random half responded to items 4 and 6. All items
used a Likert-type rating scale of 5 or 6 points. The number and per-
cent of respondents giving each possible response was then calculated.

Results

Response Rate

A total of 40 central elementary administrators were asked item 4--all

" responded (100%)+- -Half of the elementary school- admlnlstrators rasponded

to items 4.and 6 while the other half responded to items 5, 7, 34-45. The
response rate among the elementary schcol administrators was 93%. Response
rates for each item and the percent giving each possible response are

shown in Attachment E-1.

Interventions for Retainees

Decision Question D2. “How effective have efforts been
directed towards retainees? Should they be continued or
modified?

E-3
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Evaluation Question D2-7. How many schools used
the three videotapes on instructional ideas for
retainees? Were they viewed as helpful?

Items 34-36 deal specifically with three videotapes developed by elementary
coordinators on helping teachers of retainees with diagnosis, self concept,
and direct imstruction. Elementary principals previewed these tapes at

the August workshop and they were made available on a checkout basis
through the Library Learning Center (LRC). LRC records indicate that 27
schools checked out the tapes during the school year. It is possible that
some additional schools copied the tapes.

Of the 34 elementary school administrators responding to items 34-36,

3 (8.8%) said they had not seen the tapes. Of those who saw the tapes,
over 907% said they have been at least somewhat useful in helping the
teachers of retainees. ''Useful" (3) was the most common rating given for
the diagnosis and self-concept tapes; equal numbers of respondents rated
the direct instruction segment "Useful" (3) and "Very Useful" (4). The
direct instruction tape received the highest ratings of usefulness over-
all (with 54.8% rating as extremely or very useful).

Items 37 and 38 focus on other efforts during 1982-83 to help schools

deal with retainees. The Assistant Superintendent asked principals to
send in summaries of their efforts to help retainees. These were then
distributed to all schools in an attempt to help districtwide and school
efforts in this area. Of the 30 administrators who had seen this summary,
12.5% viewed the summaries as extremely useful, 40.6% as very useful,
43.8% as useful, and 3.1% as not very useful. Thus, 53.1% rated the
sumnaries as extremely or very useful (almost equal to the percent rating
‘the diréct instruction tape highly). 1Item 38 refers to the potential use-
falness of the new videotape on difficult parent-teacher conferences
available mid-year. As of the February survey date, 977 thought the tape
would be useful. About 18% said it would be extremely useful, 387 very
useful, and 41% useful. Thus, 55.87% felt the tape would be extremely

or very useful. : .

Thus, all of the efforts specifically mentioned in the survey were’
considered at least somewhat useful. The direct instruction and diffi-
¢11t parent-teacher conference videotapes and the summaries of efforts
at each school for retainees were rated the most useful.

Items 39-45 concerned possible efforts to help retainees--respondents
were asked to rate their potential usefulness. A summer school for stu-
dents retained at any point in their elementary years was held in 1982,
but items 41 and 42 focused on who should be included in future summer
schools, Possible interventions included in the list and the percentage
of respondents rating each as very or extremely useful were:

39. Training in working with parents to accept
the decision and help the student at home. 71.47%

40. Training in individualizing instructicn. 57.2%

= 135
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41. Annual summer school for those to be
retained during the following year only. 68.6%

42. Annual summer school for all 5-6-7-year-old
potential retainees, : © 64.7%

. 43, Special supplemental materials and
activities, 65.7%

44,  More direct assistance from instructional
coordinators, 77.2%

45. Special transitional classes at the primary
level (e.g., transitional first grade
covering K-1 material). 68.6%

Thus, the potential interventions rated most highly were more direct
assistance from instructional coordinators (77%), training in working
with parents (71%), special transitional classes at the primary level

, (69%), and summer school for those to be retained the following year
' (69%) . o ,

: - !
The interventions rated most often as potentially extremely useful
-included the special transitional classes, annual summer school for 59,
6-, and 7-year-old potential retainees, and special supplemental materials
and activities. Individualized instruction and the idea of an annual
sunmer school for potential retainees were most often rated as potentially not
very useful. Thus, the summer school for potential retainees provoked
‘the strongest opinionms."' ®

Opinions on ketentign Poligy

! ¢

About two thirds (&5%) of the administrators and three fourths (75%) of
the teachers surveyed this year said retention is beneficial for students
with serious achievement problems. Administrators also believe the
policy provides adequate guidance to teachers and principals in deciding
whether to retain students (83%). «Finally, most believe they were given
- adequate staff development to implement the policy (79%). and adequate
support from central staff in carrying out the policy (72%).

-

Summary

Administrators seemed to view the efforts provide& so far as useful.
However, they also would like to see other intervéntions attempted,
especially more direct assistance from coordinators, &raining in working
with parents, special transitional classes at the primary level, and
summer school for those to be retained the following year. Summer school
for potential, retainees and special supplemental materials and~activities
were also viewed as having great potential by respondents.

o - 513
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Most administrators believe retention can be helpful for thosé with
serious achievement problems. They also seem to feel comfortable

with the new policy and the staff development and support from central
staff they have received. >

E-6
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

82.42 _
ELEMENTARY ADMINISTRATORS '

69 of 74 responded (93%)

“Attachment E-1
(Page 1 o

£2)

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER [NOICATING
STATEMENTS USING THE SCALE BELOW:
L = STRONGLY AGREE

3 = NEUTRAL 5 =
6 = DON'T KiCW

YOUR LEVEL OF AGREEMENT WITH THE FULLCAI[NG

STRONGLY DISAGREE

2 = AGREE 4 = DISAGREE
. b4 E 4 k] 1 3 s
5 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. RETENTION OF STUQENTS WITH SERICUS ACHIEVE= 35.5 41.9 12.9 3.2 6.5 0.0
MENT DEFICIENCIES 1S BENEFICIAL. N=31
5. THE NEA RETENTICN/PRONGQTIGN PbLICY 2.9 30.0 5.7 8.5 2.9 3.9
PROVIDES ADEQUATE GUIDANCE TG TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS IM DECIDING WHETHER TQ
RETAIN STUDENTS. N=35
6. PRINCIPALS WwERE GIVEN ADEQUATE STAFF DEVELe 15.2 63.6 12,2 3.0 0.0 3.0
GPMENT TQ ASSIST THEM IN IMPLEMENTING THE
PROMCTICN/RETENTICN PCLICY. N=33 )
7. PRLNCIPALS RECSIVED ADEQUATE_ 3SUPPORT FROM ~ tl.1 &le.1 11,1 11,1 0.0 3.6
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATICN IN CARRY [NG CUT THE
PRCMOTICN/RETENTION POLICY. N=36
EXTREMELY VERY NOT VERY DID NCT
USEFUL USEFUL USEFUL USEFUL USELESS SEE
1 : 2 3 & 5 ]

USING THE ABUVE SCALE, CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT INDICATES HUW USEFUL YOU THINK THE

FOLLCWING VIOJEQTAPES ON RETENTIGM PREVIEwED AT THE AUGUST WCRALSHCP HAVE 882N TO
N le woiTyour "D1D Nor s " SHoOW N (4 1 VE
1

TEACHERS IN HELPING RETAIMEES.

A 2 3 4 5. &
34. DIAGNOSIS N=34 2.9 33.2 44.1 5.9 9,0 9.3
Nz 3t 3.2 Y419 4.4 €S 6.0
35. SELF=CCNCEPT N=34 11.8 23.5 50.0 5.5 2.0 3.3
N> 2y 2.9 252 =48 &3 0.0
36. OIRECT INSTRUCTION N=34 14.7 35.3 35.3 5.9 0.0 3.3
Nz 3 At 387 387 S o.0
37. SUMMARIES OF STRATEGIES USED B8Y N=34 11.3 33,2 41.2 2.9 0.0 5.3
TEACHERS [N ASSISTING RETAINEES Nz 3% 12.5 %6 43.5 21 0.0
HOW USEFUL CCULD THZ FOLLOWING BE TG TEACHMERS I[N HELPING RETAINEEST
EXTREMELY VERY NOT VERY
USZFUL USEFUL USEFUL USEFUL JSELESS
1 2 3 _ 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
38. THE NEw VIDEOTAPE ON DIFFICULT PARENT~ “17.6 3842 41.2 2.9 2.9
- TEACHER CCNFERENCES M=34
39. TRAINING IN #O0RKING wITH PARENTS TO 200 51.6 22.5 2.5 2.5
ACCEPT THS OECISION AND HEL? THE
STUDENT A' HCME N=35
3. TRAINING IN INDIVIDUALIZING 22.9 34.3 28.56 ll.a 2.3
INSTRUCTICN N=35
4l, ANNUAL SUMMER SCHGOL FGR THOSE TO 3E 29.6 40,0 22.5 3.6 9.3
RETAINEC THE FCLLOWING YEAR ONLY N=35-
2.  ANNUAL SUMMER SCHGOL FOR ALL S5~g=7~YEAR= 38.2 25.5 2G.6 l6.7 3.0
CLD POTENTIAL RETAINEES N=34
43. SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS aND 3403 3l.6 28,5 5.7 3.0
ACTIVITIES N=135 :
»
E-7 E’
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(Continued, Page 2 of 2)

44. MORE DIRECT ASSISTANCE FROM INSTRUCTIONAL 22.9 54.3 17.1 5.7 0.0
. CGORDINATGRS N=35
45. SPECIAL TRANSITIONAL CLASSES AT } 40.0 28.6 25.7 5.7 0.0
THE PRIMARY LEVEL [E.Gs TRAN= .
SITIONAL FIRST GRADE COVERING
K=1 MATERIAL) N=35
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS
152 of 162 responded (94%) .
PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER INDICATING YOUR LEVEL OF AGREZMENT ITH THE FGLLCAING
STATEMENTS USING THE SCALZ BELCW: . .
1 = STRONGLY AGREE 3 = NEUTRAL : 5 =. STRCNGLY OISAGREE .
2 = AGREE 4 = DISAGREE & = DGN'T KNOw
H H z t S 3
1 2 3 4 5 6

4. RETENT{ON OF STUDENTS WITH SERIQUS ACHIEVE= 15.3 37.5 12.5 12.5 7.5 15.3
MENT DEFICIENITES [S BENEFICIAL. N=40 /' 4¢ vecgeived 7lan)
| 149
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

82.42

-

Inetrument Descrlptlon. Attendaﬁce Reglsters

Brief description of the instrument:

The instrument is a ccmputer-generated form by school with the list of students to be
checked at that school and space to record the number of days earolled and the number
of days absent for each of five six-week periods and overall. The information was
taken from the attendance regisiers at each of the schools in the sample.

To whom was the Iinstrument administered?

The instrument was administered by ORE staff with the help of the person in charge of
keeping the attendance registers st the school

How zanv times was the instrument administerasd?

Once. : i

1
When was the instrument administerad?.

The lasc week in April and the first week in May.

. |
Where was the instrument administera2d?

At Allan, Barrington, Brown, Brentwood, Oak Hill,

Pecan Springs, Rosewopd, Zilker,
Cook, Sunset Valley, and Maplewood. ' :

Who ‘adminisctered the instrumenc?

The evaluation assistant for District Priorities.

what_training did che admiaiscrators have?

Verbal instructions.

@Wag the instrument administer=sd under standardized conditions?

No, although all registers are to be kept in a scandard way.

wer2 there pDroblams with the instrument or the adnmiais

ation thart =ight affac:
the walidicry of the Jjata?

No.

who developed the instrument?

District Priorities' evaluator.

Are there norm data available Zor intersreting the rasul:zs?

No.

hat reliabilitv.and Validi'v data are available on the {instrument?

Reliability could be chec&ed by double-checking attendance register. Validity is
aot applicable.
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Attendance Registers

Purpose

The purpose of this appendix is to provide information to answer the follow-
ing decision and evaluation questions from the 1982-83 Retention/Promotion
Evaluation Design:

Decision Question. D2: How effective have efforts been directed
towards retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-3: What were the attendance rates of
1981-82 retainees who attended summer school during 1981-82,
summer school, and 1982-83?

TEA requested this information to determine whether summer school attendance
had any impact on retainees' attendance.

Procedure

The study started with the random selection of ten schools. The schools
selected were Allan, Barrington, Brown, Brentwood, Graham, Oak Hill, Pecan
Springs, Rosewood, Summitt and Zilker. Sunset Valley, Cook, and Maplewood
were later added to the sample. Once the schools were chosen the next step
was to find retainees for whom the needed attendance information was avail-
able. The students selected met the following criteria: they attended one
of the schools selected in April 1983, and they had summer school attendance
data and attendance data for 1981-82 available from summer school records.

Graham and Summitt had no summer school retainees who had complete attendance
data available. Sample sizes at the other schools were also reduced because
of this. Information from 1981-82 was often missing. A small number of
students had also left AISD by April 1983. The total number of students
checked was 84.

The form used to gather the data was developed b a Districi Priorities
evalvator and generated by the AISD computer. The forms are by school with
the list of students to be checked at that school and space to record the
number of days enrolled and the number of days abseni for each of the five
six weeks and for the total number of days enrolled and absent (see Attach-
ment F-1).



The procedure for getting the information was to have the evaluation assist-
ant for District Priorities call each of the schools and either arrange a
time when she could come out to the schools and gather the information or
get the information over the telephone. Getting the information by tele-
phone was done when there were three or less students per school. In one
case the list was sent to the school and the person in charge of the atten-
dance register filled in the information and sent it back to the office.

If a student had just transferred, we called the previous school if the
school registrar knew what it was.

Results

The average number of days enrolled and absent for retainees in the sample
schools are shown in Figure F-1. The average absence rates were 5.1% for

1981-82, 5.2% for summer school, and 4.9% for the first five six weeks of
1982-83.

Another check was made to see how many students' attendance had increased

or decreased by more than 1% from 1981-82 to 1982-83. The number of absences
went up for 33 students (39.3%), down for 33 students (39.3%), and did not
change more than 1% for 18 students (21.4%). (See Figure F-2).

Thus, summer school appeared to have little impact on the attendance of these
students. Average attendance rates changed only slightly from 1981-82 to
1982-83, and equal numbers of students'attendance increased and decreased.
These results must be interpreted in light of District attendance rates. The
average absence rates were 67 in 1981-82 and 5.47 in 1982-83. Thus, the re-
tainees who attended summer school appeared to have average attendance —-
they did not miss school any more often than other AISD students.
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Figure F-2. PERCENT OF STUDENTS FOR WHOM THE NUMBER OF ABSENCES
VARIED OR STAYED THE SAME FROM 1981-82 TO 1982-83.
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" Retention/Promotion
Appendix G

TEACHER CHECKL.IST
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Instrument Description: Teacher Checklist

INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Teacher Checklist

Brief Description of the instrument: -

The teacher checklist rates retainees' reading and math skills and behavior in the
classroom. It includes five items related to academic skills, one related to
strengths and weaknesses sheets, and 12 reiated to behavior. Teachers rated selected
retainees compared to other studentec in their fall 1982 classrooms. A memorandum to
the principals asked whether the school had placed any students in 'a lower grade in
the fall. .

To whom was the instrument administered?
The teachers of a total of 300 retainees from 1980-81 and 1981-82 - - 150 who attended

summer school and 150 wholhad not. Equal numbers of 1930-81 and 1981-82 retainees were
chosen.

Hew many timas Was the instrument administered?

Once with a renminder.

When was the instrument administered?
October 20, 1982 with a reminder November 1, 1982.

Where was the instrument administered?
L)

Surveys were sent to the principals of the students’' 1982-83 school for delivery to
teachers. Teachers generally completed surveys in their classrooms.

Who acdministered the instrument?

Self-administerad.

What training did the administrators have?
Written directions on checklist.

Was the instrument administared under standardized conditions‘:" .

No.

Were thera problems with the instrument or the administration that
might affect the validity of the data?

None that are known.

Who Zaveloped the instrument?

Office of Research and Evaluation staff with input from elementary administrators.

Wwhat reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

The "behavior" section is based un the Behavior Rating Checklist. Its reliabiifzv
based on Cronback.Alpha Coefficients of internal consistency is .87 and .94 .for the
two factors measured. Test-retest reliabilities between October and May were .7l
and .70. A valldity study showed that the scale can distinguish berween students of

different types. . A . )
Are there nCrm data avaiiable for interpreting the resuits?

No. - 15()
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TEACHER CHECKLIST

Purpose

The leacher Checklist supplied information for the following decision and
evaluation questions in the retention/promotion:design:

Decision Question Dl: What effects nas the District policy on
retention/promotion had on achievement? cn reten ion rates?
Should the District policy be altered?

Evaluation Question DI-4: How many students recom—
mended for retention in June of 1982 were listed as
retainees as of October 1982? as of April 1983? - How
many students not recommended for retention in spring
1982 were placed in lower grades in fall 19827

Decision Ques%ion D2: How effective have efforts been directed
towards retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?
Evalud%ion Question D2-1: Did the fall teachers of
retainees receive skills and weaknesses sheets filled
out by the previous teachers? Were they helpful?

Decision Question D3: Can students who will benefit from reten-
tion be identified?

Evaluation Question D3-1: What characteristics of
students who benefit from retention can be identified?

*This first part of Evaluation Question D1-4 is addressed in the Retainee
Characteristics: Student Master File appendix of this report (Appendix C).

Procedure

Complete piocedufes are shown in Appendix K of the Summer School Pilot
1982: Second Report to the Texas Education Agency (ORE Pub. No. 82.25).
t -

Basically, 300 retainees - - 150 from\ 980-81 and 150 from 1981-82 - -

were selected for the sample. Half had\gttended summer school while the -
other half had not. ThHe fall teachers of these students were sent a Retainee
Checklist in which they rated the reading skills, wath skills, and behavior

of the student compared to the other studénts in the class. One item asked
whether. teachers had received a sheet showing students' strengths and weak-
nesses aand whether this was helpful. )
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Surveys were’ sent out October 20 and were checked in as received. Princi-
pals were asked to distribute the surveys since teacher codes for each
student were not yet known. A reminder was sent November 1 which also
asked principals to indicaté whether they had placed any nonretainees in.
earlier grades in the fall. A copy of this memorandum and a survey show-
ing overall results are included in Attachment G-1 and G-2.

Results

Evaluation Question Dl1-4: How many students not
recommended for retention in spring 1982 were
placed in lower grades in fall 19827

The memorandum andééttachment shown in Attachment G-3 summarize results
for this question./ ’

All of the schools responded except two. The total number of fall place-
ments in lower grades was 44 (compared to 55 last fall). Of the 59
schools reporting, 36 reported no -demotions and 23 reported one. The
highest number reported was 4 at one school. The grades students Were
most often returned to were kindergarten, first, and second grades.

The new policy allows these fall changes after several weeks of obser-
vation but discourages the practice. Teachers are encouraged to notify
parents as soon as possible that retention for the following year is a
possibility. It is interesting to note that, in 10 of 31 (32%) cases
where previous school was reported, students had transferred in from an
Austin private school or another public school. Eight (26%) had trans-—
ferred from another AISD school, and 13 (41%) had been in the same school.

Evaluation Question D2~1: Did the fall teachers
of retainees receive skills and weaknesses sheets
fflled out by the previous teacher? Were they
helpful?

Teachers who recommended students for retention began to fill out "Reten-—
tion Data" forms in spring of 1981-82 to help the fall teachers understand
the children's strengths and weaknesses (see Attachment G-4). tem 6 on
the survey asked fall teachers whether they had received this sheet for the
retainee in question and whether it was helpful in determining needs and
strengths. Of the 138 teachers of 1981-82 retainees surveyed, 105 (76%)
said they had received this sheet while 33 (24%) said they had not.

Of the 102 teachers who responded to the question regarding the usefulness
of the sheet, 34 (33.3%) said it helped a lot, 56 (54.9%) said it helped a
little, and 12 (11.8%) said it did not help.
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The fact that nearly one fourth of the teachers said they did not receive
this sheet is surprising since they are to go in the students' cumulative

folder. Some teachers may not have been sure whether the "Retention Data"

sheet was the same as a strengths and weaknesses sheet. Other teachers
may not have filled out or filed the form in the tumulative folder.

The fact that only 33% of the respondents felt the forms helped a lot may
be the result of the openness of the form and lack of directions. Some
teachers may have been much more specific than others in information given.
Also, the form does not specifically ask for skill weaknesses, but instead
focuses on strengths, interests, learning styles, and parents' reaction to
retention. It seems likely that information on areas in which the students

‘need help would focus the teachers' efforts more quickly than sowe of the

other information.

Evaluation Question D3-1: What characteristics of
students who benefit from retention can be identified?

The original plan was to include information on students' behavior in the
discriminant analysis as a possible predictor of retainee success. However,
the sample sizes at each grade were too small to be useful in predicting

_success. In addition, the pattern of behavior scale scores for 1980-81 and

1981-82 retainees was different, which might affect the usefulness of a pre-
diction based on this variable. This analysis or some alternative might be
attempted at a later date. :

Complete results for the Teacher Checklist items can be found in appendix
K of the Summer School Pilot 1982: Second Report to the Texas Education
Agency (ORE Pub. No. 82.25).
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Attachment G-l

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Resezrch and Evaluation

October 29, 1982

TO: Elementary Principals
FROM: Nancy Baenen Schuyler

SUBJECT: Retainee Checklist

x .
A —

We have not Yet received surveys for some students. Since we still
don't know who their teachers are this fall, we would appreciate it if
you could put these surveys in the appropriate teacher boxes. We'd
also greatly appreciate your completion of the form below. Thank you!

NBS:rrf

A ' ' S5 NS o
Approved: %&ﬁéﬁ/ d/? N‘“f/(;_,é<_ .

Director, Office of Research and Evaluatdion

ovess S DM Ton

Assistant Superintendent, Elementary Education ]
(AR B B B _B_ B _F W _F ¥ 3 ¥ F § § F ¥ 3L P L § K B B B J F B N N B ¥ F F |

SCHOOL

l. Have you had to place any students in an earlier grade this fall than
indicated by their report card last spring?

Yes No

2. 1If yes, for each child please list:
_a. grade returned to
b. school attended last year
c. reason for change

Child 1: a.
b.
c.

Child 2:

Child 3: a.
b.
c.

Use reverse side if necessary. Return to: WNancy Schuyler, ORE, Adm. Bldg.
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCEOOL DiSTRICT
Qffica of Research and Evaluation

RETAINEE CHECRLIST

Ovuvsaall Ed‘*’“”t“"’

Attachmerit"G-2
(Page 1 of 1)

Cne of the questions addressed in the évalua:inn of the retention/promotion
policy this year is how the retainees are functioning in Austin ISD class-

rooms this fall,

We would appreciate your help in rating the skills and

behavior of the retainee listed above compared ts other students iz your
class chis fall. Base 7our ratiags om your experiences so far chis year.

Your lana:
SEILLS: Circle the number indicating this child's skills in the following
areas compared to others im your class.
Extremely cxtremely
) Low Average Hicgh
. . 9 33 33 Y /55 A3 pNo g ) 1o
1. Reading couprehension #~307 - X /Z«! ,5& D A ; 27 ]
" a. Understanding facts M=/o2 E S A R M S S
(liceral meaning)
b. GRADE 1 ONLY: w.4!
Understanding "How and Why" oo a4 41 Ml ws 2 s 49 g0 wees
c. GRADES 2, 5, aND 6 ONLY: 3 27 13 w3 a1 B9 3 as Soded Lo
Making inferences Fo R £ 23 1 2 02 0% 0L Gmascw NN
d. GRADES 4 AND S ONLY: 00 30 150 eo O 09 08 sv 0 Gade3 MY
Underscanding Cause &“Effect /.5 2.4 137 366 (L1 53 >3 26 ae
NEEK L2, »- BT X} L3 NI %90 19 o3
2. Vocsbulary N-av2 »ETE S UYYY
3. Mach concepts.N.2as59 ;iq : 77: ;5; 3, '3': k) Jﬁl ‘;11
4. Math problem solving V-5 09‘ ssj 13‘ &, 3 % ’2: 2 2'3
. . . ’ 235 Y o,
5. Mach cemputacion ~-2lkd S A S S SO L
Caeck the' appropriate answer:
6. Did you receive a skill strengths and weaknesses s.neet No260
on this retainee f£illed out by the 1981-82 teacher? Ag.1 YES 4.9 0
If so, did you find it useful in determining chis M /¥7 30-6 7ES, a lot
child's needs aund strengths this fail? 59.9 YES, a lizcle
2=5~ ¢
3EUAVIOR: Rate each behavior according to the Zraquency with which tha student
exhibits that behavior. Circle a number from 1 to 9 for aach
behavior description.
There has : This
been no Tais beravior
evidence behavior is frequent
of tais oceurs and
dehavior oczasionally zyoizal
 d b4
l. Studenz demands extra tiza AN.alLd Ml oAl jed e 2.8 5.6 37 @7 D2
from the teacher for help. 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 g ]
2. Student underszands and NV~ abf 9 a2 Q90 43 7 §1 2.5 ar3 1.5
follows directious. 1 2 3 4 3 3 7 8 9
3. Scudent quits or zives up on MN-29G 308 23 18 5.6 0 48 24 7 59
"assigaments belore completion. 1 2 3 4 s 5 7 8 9
4, Student dothers cthers while Ai-dt§ 323 WA 1.0 24 W4 52 59 s04d Y
they are wcrkiag, 12 3 3 5 & 7 3 S
5. Studeat drings :things %o class, AT L, 494 g 21 225 45 %2 52 45
iaictates discussions, shows 1 2 3- 4 3 5 7 3 9
imagination.
6. Studant dreaxs classroom or V- 32Lg 163 033 27 32 81 2. 133 L3y S
school rules. 12 3 4 5 5 7 2 2
- 7. Studant =ust bSe raprimanded M= 24 190 1t 104 ;,,, ool {1 2T 2S5 Tl
duriag class cize. i 2 3 3 3 68 7 3 3
g ard .‘~..”.': N R
G-7 155 BT WLy Arand ol



Attachment G-2

82.25 (Page 2 of 2)
Thers has v This '
been 00 This behavice
evidencs ~ Sehavior is frequentc
of this occurs and
° behavior occasionally typical
v - A 4 . -
8, Student does vhat the ceachar #4350 (o 43 LS S 33 e? 129 208 .5
asks without complaine or.deiay. 1 2 3 4 ’5 6 7 8 9
9. Student is preparad and 2ble tOA3S] ay b 4 24 %1 2 4 1S o8
parzicipats in class activicias, 1 2 3 4 s & 7 3 9

1assons, discussion, etc. ‘-
10. Student completas work on tdna NSl 2y 44 84 ed g0 20 51 X3 1.3

and in good order, 1 2 3 & s 6 7 8 9
11. Student complains that ocher N=350 344 2o 42 43 wd 36 L6 0 &8
, students tease hinfher. 1 2 3 ¢ 5 & 7 8
12. Scudeat provides leadership N.25! 5.9 1S los %3 154 22 % me 44
voluntarily iz soma class 1 2 3 ¢4 s 6 7 g8 9
aczivicles.
Thank vou! Pleasa foid this form so cha return address shows acd put in the

scheol =ail 2s soon as possible.

MATL, TO:

MANCY 3. SCAULTER
ADMDIISTRATION 3TTITNG
oRe, 30X 79

\)‘ . . .G_8 156 . PRI
EMC ‘ e e s eatie

;
. i



Attachment G-3

| | . Page 1 of 2
82.42 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT o8¢ 1 °f 2

0ffice of Research and Evaluation
December 1, 1982

TO: Ruth MacAllister
Timy Baranoff
Henne]inda Rodriguez

FROM: Nanci;Ba enen Schu

SUBJECT: Changes in Fall Placements

A summary of the information reported by schools on fall demotions is pro-
vided on the attached sheet. 0n1y two schools did not report.

The total number of fall placements in lower grades than expected was 44

(55 cases were reported last fall). Of the 61 schools, 36 reported no demo-
tions this fall with 23 reporting at least une. The average number Tisted
across all reporting schools was less than one (.61). The highest number
of fall demotions reported was four. The grades students were most often
returned to were kindergarten, first, and second grade.

The s~hool the students attended last year was listed in 31 cases. Ten
studeits (32%) had transferred into AISD from a private school or another
public school system, Eight students (26%) had transferred from another

AISD school (some from paired schools). The other 13 students (41%) were
‘m the same school last year and this vear.

Schools reported the following reasons for changes in placement:

.+ Could not handle academic work (16)

Parent request (10)

Teacher recommendation (6)

Principal recommendation (1)

LST recommendation (1)

Immaturity (5)

Attendance (this year and last), late entry (3)

. Frustration, inattentiveness, failure to follow
directions on the part of the child (3)

« Child unable to speak English (1)

= Child double-promoted last spring--parent decided
it was not a good idea (1)

s o ¢ o e o

Please 1et me know if you would T1ike the complete set of surveys.

NBS:rrf
Attacnment

Approved (*—‘vu/£é7 é);y7 §53%4Zf22%2/

D1rector, Off1ce of Research Evaluation
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Attachment G-3
(Continued, page 2 of 2)

CHILDREN DEMOTED? HOW MANY? GRADE RETURNED TO:
SCHGOL YES NO (YES ONLY) kK 1 2 3 4 s

ALLAN
ALLISON
ANDREWS X 3 (2) X
SARRINGTON
BARTON HILLS 2 X1 X
BECKER
BLACKSHEAR
SLANTON
BRENTWOOD .
BROOKE

BROWN X ’ 4 {2y x o ox
BRYXER '{00DS X -2 (2)
CAMPSELL
CASIS X o2 (2)
CO0K
CUNNINGHAN
DAWSON-

DOSS

GOVALLE
GRAHAM
GULLETT
HARRIS
HIGHLAND, PARK
HILL

HOUS TON
JOSLIN
LANGFORD

LEE

LINDER
MAPLEW0OD
MATHEWS X
MENCHACA
METZ
NORMAN
0AK HILL
0AK SPRIMNGS X . 1 X
00OM

ORTEGA

PEASE

PECAN SPRINGS
SILLOW
PLEASANT HILL
READ

REILLY
AI0GETOP
ROSEDALE
ROSEW00D X 1 X
ST. ELMO ?

SANCHEZ X 3
SIMS

SUMMITT
SUNSET YALLEY
TRAVIS HEIGHTS
WALNUT CREEX
WE3B

WILLIAMS

WINN
WOOLDRIDGE
WOOTEN

ZAVALA

ZILKER X 1 X
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. Attach~=nt G-4
RETENTION DATA crachment

(Policy 5121
guideline #13)

Ski]]s to be mastered in READING AND MATH:

See ITBS skills analysis {ndividua] sheet in cumulative folder

Special strengths:

Special interests:

Learning styles:

Parental statement regarding retention:
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Retenticn/Promotion
Appendix H

COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY
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82.42

. Inscrument Descripzion: Coordinacor/Teacher Study

3riaf descrisciozn 97 she ifzszmmencz:

The ccordinacor/teacher study was designed to focus attention on ratainees and
foraer pre~-k studeats ia firsc-grade classtooms. Niae primary instructional
coordinators were given randomly chosen teachers to work with (usually five
teachers each.) Coordinatcors were Linterviewed at the end of the school year to
see what they had done and to obtain ideas on possible futura interventions for
, these students. The form used to gulde che iaterviews included six questiors.

1

70 vhxm vas the !(nscrmenrt adaiadgtarad?

‘lavex primary inscractional coordinators.

Scw zanmv tizes was the ‘agermenc 3d=i=istarad?

Woen was tha {ngtoimenz gd=d=igtarad?

Mzy 1983, i

“nere s the ingrr—soz zdmisiscarad?

In ORE or instructional coordinaqor officas.
-
1

w00 adaiziscersd zhe imgsrme—ens?

Two ORE evaluators and the Directdr of CQRE,
1
]
|

Rl s md 4 - ldemimd guemo rawan w3
anas tralzimg 342 ke admiziszzactars Ravs?

Administrators discussed the surver guestions and zhe study prior to interviews.

'
i
|
1

433 the

No.

Inas

¥
9
"

Yone that are xnown.

Voo davaiored she izgsrei=az:?

ORE evaluator.

arac

izszzizans?

Yot available.

Yo,

Q |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY

\\

Purpose T

The coordinator/teacher study supplied information relevant to the follow-
ing retention decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D2: . How effective have efforts been directed
towards retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-10: Does focusing special
attention on retainees have an impact on their
achievement?

Evaluation Question D2-11: If so, what methods
seem most effective in meeting the needs of the
retained child?

-

This study was motivated by a desire to see whether having coordinators
focus special attention on retainees and former pre-k students in first-
grade classrooms could have an impact on student achievement. These
groups have special needs - - pre-k students often make gains which do
not seem to be maintained in kindergarten and first-grade and students
are most often‘retaiped at the first-grade level.

/

Procedure

Development

The Director of ORE suggested the study in October 1982 to the Director of
Elementary Curriculum. She liked the idea and invited the Director and eval-
uvators for the retention and Chapter 1 evaluations to meet with the coor-
dinators at their first November meeting to discuss the proposal. The ORE Di-
rector and evaluator for retention met with the coordinators November 4.

The discussion guide for the meeting is included as attachment H-1. De-
cisions made at the meeting were that:

-Primary coordinators were willing to participate.

-ORE would determine how many classrooms included pre-k and--
retained students and randomly assign each primary coordinator
a maximum of five teachers to work with. :

-Coordinators would only be required to provide the lists to
the teachers and offer their help in dealing with the students
as a group or on an individual basis. Beyond this, coordina-
tors would keep notes of further contacts made and help pro-
vided through the. rest of the school year. ,

-The Project PASS coordinator said cshe and her trainers would

like to participate. These classes were also sarved by
regular instructional coordinators.

ERIC : - 162
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-Most coordinators felt they had ideas on what to recommend for
retainees but that a list of ideas on helping pre~k students
would help. The Director of Elementary Curriculum said she
would try to develop a list with the help of a coordinator
committee if she had time (this was not accomplished during
the 1982-83 school year).

~Three coordinators volunteered to meet with the evaluators:
again to finalize details once the number of pre-k and re-
tainee classes was known.

The programmer for the retention study then developéd a computer listing
by school and class of all retainees and/or pre-k students. A problem

~was discovered at this point - - teacher assignments for students were .

only available for those students who had taken the Metropolitan Read-
iness Test (MRT) in the fall (an optional test). The only information
available for the rest of the students was school assignments. This
necessitated calling or visiting approximately 30 schools to find out
which classrooms the students, were in. Schools were called if a small
number of students were unassigned (the MRT was given at the school but
the students were absent or the teacher code was missing) ‘and visited if
none of the students were assigned to classes. The evaluation assistants
for Chapter 1 and Retention completed this task. The evaluators and the
coordinator subcommitt:e met and finalized details of the study once an
approximate number of classes had been established.

A total of 45 of the 61 elementary schools had retainees or pre-k students
in their first-grade classrooms.” About 200 classrooms included retainees
and/or pre~k students, 132-included both types of students. The sample

was drawn from the 132 classes which included both types of students. A
random sample of 5 classes was then drawn for each of the 9 regular cocr-
dinators. Some had larger pools of classes to thoose from than others
because of the distribution of retainees and pre-k students in tlie District.
Seven classes were randomly chosen for the regular coordinators that were
also served by one of the four Project PASS trainers.

Distribution

The primary coordinators were sent final study details, lists of classes,

and an optional recording form on December lst (see attachment HE-2). Coor-
dinators were asked to contact the teachers just after the winter break.

Class lists showed the teachers' name and school and those students who

were retained and/or pre-~k students in each class. Two coordinators called

about classes on their list that were really served by other coordinators, appro-
priate adjustments were made. This resulted in the addition of one coor-

dinator to the study, for a total of 1l coovdinators. A master list of
coordinators and c1asc asalgnments iz inclaced as Attachment H-3.

Part I - Interviews

The survey form was developed by the evaluator for the retention study,
discussed with the Project PASS and Chapter 1 evaluators and Director, ang
finalized early in ¥ay (see attachment H-4). Coordinators were randomly
split into two groups of six and five for interviews. The Director inter-—
viewed six: ccordinators and District Priorities evaluators interviewed five

- 163
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(the retention evaluator interviewed four and the Project PASS evaluator
one). Responses were then discussed.in a meeting June 6.

Analvses and Results

There was a wide variety in the types of answers or comments which were given
in response to the interview form. In addition, three different individuals
conducted interviews. Thus, mathematical "tallying" of the results was diffi-
cult on some items. Quantitative data were available and of speciai relevance
to the study on the topics noted below. Of the eleven coordinmators that were
interviewed, eight reported that they had supplied the targeced teachers with

the list of former pre-kindergarten and retained students. One of the three

remaining coordinators reported that she did no additional intervention with
these teachers (and did not provide the lists because she was net certain
whether or not she was supposed to do so). The students of those teachers were
omitted from the analyses. The Project PASS coordinator reported that the
trainers did not provide their teachers with lists of retainees and former
pre-kindergarten students, although these lists were available from the regular
coordinator. Trainers did work on special plans for all Black retainees but not
as part of this study. A third coordinator did not provide lists, but :asked
teachers if they knew which students in their class were retainees or former
pre-kindergarten students. In addition, she reported several other special
activities with these teachers, and students in those classes were included

in the analyses.

Only one coordinator actually reported that she worked with the targeted teachers
more than she usually would. Four coordinators reported}that.they discussed

with teachers ways to work with parents of retainees. Three coordinaters
discussed with teachers ways to improve retainees' self-concept and attitude
toward school, while the same number discussed "special skill" work with these
studeuts. Two coordinators referred teachers to the tdpes available on diagnosis,
direct-instruction, and self-concept of retainees.

The coordinators who were interviewed as part of this study had several
suggestions and comments about working with these two student populations.

In general, they felt that cailing teachers' attention to these students was
helpful, and that more specific suggestions and/or a more structured interven-
tion would be useful. It was felt that there was a need for this 'focusing" to
occur at the beginning of the school year, with some individualized instruc-
tional or enrichment activities considered for these children. For example,
retainees might benefit from using a different basal reader when they repeat a
grade level. It was suggested that lists of these students, or all low-
achieving students, could be given to both teachers and coordinators. Finally,
teachers need to be made aware of the curriculum covered in kindergarten anq
pre-kindergarten classes.

There were also some recurring comments about teaching methods for retainees.
One concern was the need for smaller class sizes and more awareness of the needs
of retainees by teachers of these students. There is a need to avoid teaching
the same material twice in the same way. New teachers appeared to hava greater
difficulty in the area of working with retainees. Teachers appeared to be more
aware of who the retainees were than of former pre-k students. Also, the
coordinators seemed to find it easier to give suggestions for helping retainees
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than for helping former pre-k students. More suggestions and comments are
included in Attachment H-5. '

\

Part II - ITRS Information

Analyses

Since many of the students on the original list did not have teacher assign—

_ments, the District Priorities’.data analvst first determined class assi:-

ments by a match with the student Master File. This was necessary to divide the
students into a treatment and control group-~the process basically duplicate!
what was done by hand in the fall. :

Regression analyses were then run using Jenning's MODEL program and AISD's

IBM 4341 computer. In math, Math Total ITBS scores for spring 1982 and spring
1983 were compared. 1In reading, Reading Total scores for the two years were
used for the retainees. However, Language Total. scores had to be used as a
pretest for former pre-k students since kindergarteners do not take a reading
test. The regression analyses tested whether there was any difference in the
achievement of former pre-k and retained students who were in classes where
"target" lists were distributed and those classes where they were not. The
coordinator who did not distribute the lists to her teachers o. do additiomal
intervention with the teachers was uot included in eitheir group. One regression
analysis was run for reading and one for math with both groups (former pre-k
and retainees) combined. Means were also calculated for former pre-k students,
retainees, and former pre-k rerained students in both reading and math.

Results

No significant differences were found in the achievement of students in target
classes compared with controls. Thais was “rue both in reading and math. A
linear relationship was found between pre- and posttest scores in math wich a
~urvilinear relationship in reading. The correlati.n between pre- and posttest

scores was .38 in reading and .53 in math.

Mean pretest and posttest scores are shown for former pre-k, retained, &nd.forner
pre-k students who were also retained in Figures H-1 throuzh H-4, There figures
reveal very little difference in gains or achievement patterns for either vre-k
or retained students. . :
Overall, it appears that this intervention was not sufficient to impact student
achievement. It could be that a more structured intervention provided earlier ir
the school year mizht be helpful. Some alternative strategies might also be
considered. On the administrator survey, administrators indicated that more
direct help from instructional coordinators to the teachers of retainees might

be very helpful.
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. N Pretest*(K) Posttest{lsc) Gain
Treatment - 63 . .5143 1.8889 *
Control 167 L4641 1.6467 . *

Figure F-1. SCORES FOR FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1
(PRETEST: LANGUAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT, POST-
TEST: READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT.)

*No gain computed, since a reading pretest

AN score was unavailable.
N Pretest (K) Posttest (1st) Gain
Treatment 68 .3515 1.6706 " 1.3191
Control 184 .4016 1.6402 1.2386

Figure F-2. SCORES FOR FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1
(MATH GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, SPRING 1982
AND 1983.)
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Group N Pretest Posttest Gain
Retainees Treatment 51 1.0C78 1.8056 0.7980
Control 138 1.0400 1.9200 0.8775
Retainees Treatment 9 1.2000 1.8222 0.6222
w/ Pre~K Control 25 1.0360 1.7600 0.7240
Figure F-3. READING SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH
PRE-K. (READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS, SPRING
1982 AND 19%3.)
. Group N Pretest Posttest Gain
Retainees Treatment 52 1.1673 1.8519 0.6846
Control 152 1.1757 1.8257 0.6500
Retainees Treatment 9 1.4222 1.9778 0.5556
w/ Pre-K Control 31 1.2387 1.8226 0.5839
MATH SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH PRE-K.

Figure F-4.
. (MATH TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS, SPRING 1982 AND 1983.)
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ACCachmenc F l

November 4, 1982
3:00-4:00

COORDINATIOR STUDY

What 1s the study designed to do?

- to determine whether calling teacher attention to first-grade students
with special needs (retainees and former pre-X students) and offering
help in dealing with these students makes a difference to student
achievement,

- to deCermine wnat coordinators did with teachers that might account
for this difference (advice given, acc ions taken, etc.)

What must coordinators do for the study?

-~ The study is designed to be "maturalistic,” and capture normal coor-
dinator interaction with teachers as much as possible. The only
things coordinators must do are:.

A. Call selected teachers' attenticn to retainees and former
pre=K students in their classrooms.

B. Offer to help the teacher on request with addre551ng the
needs of these students (individually or as a group).

C. Report to ORE on visits made and advice given (through
calendar notes, observation forms, other forms, and/or
interview). '

- Coordinators do not have to:
A. Assess individual student problems through testing or

other means unless they normally would.
B, Visit a set number of times beyond the first contact.

Meeting Questions

How many classes should coordinators be assigned?

Should Project PASS schools be treated separately? Are Project PaSS and
regular coordinators working with the same clzsses?

Do the efforts of regular coordinators overlap with those of Special Ed

end special program coordinators at the first-grade level?

Do coordinators need a form ta record advice given and visits? 1If so, of
wnat type? Should use be optional? Would April interview be suffi ?
Should a checklist of possible interventions be created?

Do coordinators need or want advice past that given through the rescenticn
tape script?

Will coordinators know what to suggest to do for pre-XK students? Should

a list of suggestioas be developed?
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office af Research and Evaluation

December 1, 1982

TO: Primary Coordinators Addrzssed
FROM: Nancy aenen Schuy¥ler, Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Working with First-Grade Teachers

We met with the subcommittee (Rita Gibbs, LaVonne Rogers, Etta Hollins) set
up to work out details on the coordinator/teacher study. We made some deci-
sions about how coordinators should work with the teachers of first-grace
retainees and former pre-K students. I'm sorry it has taken this long to
get all the materials together, but you know how it goes sometimes!

Attached are a summary guide, your list of five classes to work with and an
v optional recording form which you can use if you want. .The committee decided
the retention scripts and your own experience and research were sufficient to
. give you ideas on how to work with retainees. The group felt some ideas on
working with pre-K students might be helpful, and Timy may have contacted
some of you about developing a list. You can recormend any techniques you
think will be effective to the teachers. '

Start contacting your teachers right after the winter break. The lists pro-
vided should be right, but don't be too surprised if a child has transferred
in or out of a class.

NBS:KC:rrf
Attachments

Persons Addressed: Cecile Banks
Rita Gibbs
Yolanda Leo
Maria Elena Martinez
Graciela Morales
LaVonne Rogers
Ana Salinas
Graciela Zapata
Paola Zinnecker
Etta Hollins

P

S -
Approved: Sl
Director, Office of Research and Evaluation

—r 7 -
- T S,
‘ . - '/

cc: Ruth MacAllister, Timy Baranoff
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GUIDE (Continued, page 2 of 3)

What is the purpose of the study?

The general purpose is to find out whether calling teacher attention o
first-grade students with special needs (retainees and former pre-X stu-
'deuts) and offering help in dealing with them makes a difference to the
students' achievement. If so, the advice given and actions taken by
coordinators will be examined to see if effective techniques can be iden~
tified.

What must coordinators do for the study?

The study is designed to te '"maturalistic' and capture normal coordinator
interaction with teachers as much as possible. The only things you must do
are: :

1, Visit the classroom of the five seilected teachers at least once.
Call their attention to the retainees and former pre-K students
in thedir classrooms.

2, Offer to help the teacher address the needs of these students
individually or as a group on request.

3. Keep track of advice given to teachers on students individually

‘r general, on the number ¢ wisits made, and on any eridence
v1it the ceacher followed thvough (from self-rzport or observa-
rim). You can keep notes i1 your calendar, observation forms,
tt: optional form attached., or in another couvenient way. Just
hive the information aval.able in April or May when you will be
in‘erviewed ty an ORE ealualor.

Whee is opr wnal? What do coc rdirators not have to do?

I. loordinators do not have to visit a set number of times. past the
first contact. 2o ‘hat you normally would and respond to teachers'
requests for he. .,

2. Coordinators do 2t " -ve to asse~s ‘rdfwvidual student prohlems
through testing - »ub.r weans waliss they normally would do so.

3. Ideas can bz taken from the "Focus of Iastruction' sneets for
retainees L:sad on the tapes but don't have to be. Suggest

whatever te.2r‘jues you think are appropriate.

What about classes alsc served by special area zoordinators?

You may have classes also served by special education or®Chapter I ccordine-
tors or a Project PASS specialist. Serve these classes as you normally would.
Special Educatica and Chapter I coordinators will not receive tne list of stu-
dents but the Project PASS specialist will. Coordinate wour efforts with aar
to the extent yo» normally would. We will ask how this worked out nex: spring
ia the intervie-..

O
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” (Continued, page 3 of 3)

COORDINATOR/FIRST-GRADE TEACHER STUDY

/ ‘OPTIONAL RECORDING SHEET

DATE OF YISIT:
TEACHER :
STUDENTSS)

i

AREA 2F NiiQ- /

/
/

i
! !
‘ i

/‘

PROPOSED SOLUTION:

FOLLOW-UP |

DATE OF VISIT:
PROGRESS REPORT:

171
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COORDINATOR:

LA VONNE ROGERS

TEACHER

WILLIAMS, MARY
FELL, ANNA
ACOSTA, TMELDA
CAROLYH CLEMONS
NINA ARNOLD

Attachment H-3

COORDINATOR: GRACIELA, ZAPATA

TEACHER

SEPULVEDA, DELORES
JACRSON, ALICIA
MYZRS-ORTIZ, CATHY
SAENZ, SYLVIA
ZOCH, JEPRILYN

CCORDINATOR: RITA

TEACHER

LOPEZ, DORA

OLY » MARTHA
GIL, RICHARD
SANCHEZ, CINTHIA
MACARI

COORDIMATOR: ANA SaLTIMNAS

TEACEER
KZL50, BEULAH
REED, JAYIE
ALLZN, JEZAN
POWERS, ROSE
3ROWN, AVENELL

COORDINATOR: PAQOLA ZTNNZCKER

TTACHER

TAZDANPANAHI, RU3Y

MC SHEA, ETLLEY
RAMSEZ, RESECCA

dARTENSTEIN, JOYCE

3URSTYYM, ADALINE

Mo, . Lebiad 2ok
Rztaired Pre¥ . COORDINATOR: GRACIELA MORALZS :
. TEACHER . SCHOOL
SCHOOL _ g -
, ROBLES, VICKI ALLAN 3 /
ROSEWOOD 2 © BROWN, MARY ALLAN 7 -
ST™S / e NELSON, JUDITH ALLAN = 3
RIDGETOP / 5 VEMAN, LUDESSA * GOVALLE / 3
TRAVIS HEIGHISz~ /  HERMANDEZ, MARY ALLISON 3 ¥
TRAVIS HEIGHTS ; =
: COORDINATOR: YOLANDA LEO
TEACHER SCHOOL.
SCHOOL \
MISENHEDMER, ELIZABETH JOSLTM t
ZILKER  / 2 RUST, LORI OAR SPRINGS =~ &
ZILXER ¢/ / MILLER, BETTY WILLTAMS . =
LINDER / / HOLEXAMP, GEORGE LANGFORD 35 !
SANCHEZ / o COURTNEY, TERESA LANGFORD =
LDNDER 4  /
COORDINATOR: ANITA UPUAUS
GI38S '
» TEACHER scEcoL
SCH00L ' ,
KINGSBURY, MARY swisET vaLLzy O 7
3Ecker ' 3 GUNTER, GLORIA SUNSET VALLEY Z— =—
casts 4, o LUCCHESE, MARGARET suvussT varLzs / /
DAWSON 3, S
BECXKER 24 ¢
oDoM >,
COORDIMATOR: MARTA ZLINA MARTINEZ
SCHOOL . TSACHER ScEcoL
YIGHLAND 2ARK ’Jj' s — R
ANDREWS ! AYDERSON, LINDA 3ROW -~ 7
ANDREWS 3,3 TREDLIY, PHYLLI IRCWN v 7
HICHLAND PARK 3 3 DEUSER, CAROLE AROWN o
MAPLEWOOD i HOUSTON, GOLDIE ST. IO 5 =~
BRYANT, MARY NORMAN 7 3
COORDINATCR: CICILI BANKS
SCH00L
- TEACHER SCHOOL
HARRIS / / ) )
VETZ ¢ 3 MARTINEZ, JANIZ gousTox &/
233315 S/ SMUTHEERMON, DIAME HOUSTON = =

PECAM SPRINGS & /

VETZ 5 5 COORDIATOR: =TTA HOLLINS
TEACHER SCHCOL
e §FRTER , G SUNSET VALLEY — 2
L\\;r‘ms zr.t:ccazsa, A, SUNSET vaLLEy /
KINGSBURY, M. SUNSET VALLEY 3 <
LAvemES TLLIANS, M. R0STV00D -,
Loctls ) rELL, A. : SIMS A
Mmgit § BRYANT, M. HORMAN 2 =
£80x T 4OUSTON, G ST. £20 77
,“t:(;;"'l\ﬁ Uy, . Db Lol 2
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COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY--COORDINATOR INTERVIEW

INTERVIEWER (Fage l of 2)

COORDINATOR

1. WERE YOU ABLE TO PROVIDE THE LIST OF PRE-K AND RETAINED STUDENTS TO -

THE TEACEERS IN YOUR GROUP?
INTERVENTIONS WITH PRE-X AND RETAINED STUDENTS?
VENTIONS FOR SOME STUDENTS?

DID YOU TALK WITH TEEM ABOUT GENERAL

ABOUT SPECIFIC INTZR-

WHICH TEACHERS REQUESTED SPECIAL HEL?

DURING THE YEAR? HOW OFTEN?
. ' CHECK OFF: NO. RET. | SPECIAL HELP PROVIDED
TEACHER SUPPLIED|GENERAL[REQUESTED| OR PRE-K | (BRIEFLY DESCRI3E)
LIST TALK | SPECTAL | SPECIAL
HELP . VISTIS
1.
2.
3.
4.
3.
' 6.
7.

2. WHAT SPECIFIC HELP DID YOU PROVIDE TO TEACHERS DURING THE YZAR? DID
HELP VARY BY TEACHER (IF SO, NOTE SPECIAL INTERVENTIONS GIVEN TO ONLY
SOME TEACHERS ABOVE)? '

RETAINEES ° o
TAPES: DISCUSSED:
diagnosis working with parents

direct instruction
seif-concept
parant-teacher confsrence

wavs to lmprove seli-
concept/attitude toward
schoeol

specific skill work
(what areas, materizls?)

OTHER & COMMENTS:

PRE-X STUDENTS: /
special assignments to maintain skil!ls
ways to check status and prograss
what pre-K curriculum covers

OTHER AND COMMENTS:

173
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3. FOR THOSE CLASSES ASSIGN... TO A PROJECT PASS AND REGULAR COORDINATOR:
DID YOU WORK INDEPENDENTLY OF THE OTHER COORDINATOR ASSIGNED TO THESE
CLASSES? DID YOU COORDINATE EFFORIS? IF SO, HOW?

4, DID YOU END UP WORKING WITH THESE TEACHERS MORE THAN YOU USUALLY WOULD?
YES NO

P r———

S. WHAT CAN BE DONE THAT WILL BENEFIT PRE-K AND RETAINED STUDENTS THE MOST?
WHAT DIRECTION SHOULD WE MOVE IN? WHAT INTERVENTIONS HAVE THE BEST CHaANCE
FOR SUCCESS? :

RETAINEES:

6. REFLECT ON YCUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS EXPERIENCE. WAS IT HELPFUL TO
TEACHERS AND STUDENTS? WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER? DID THE LISTS
HELP TO FOCUS ATTENTION ON THESE STUDENTS? DID TEACHERS WANT HELP?
SHCULD THE INTZRVENTION BE MORE STRUCTURED?

| 174
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b F- . —

This list represents a compllatlon of ideas taken from the 1nterv1ews. Comments

are paraphrased and meant to aqt as a startlng point for p0551ble bralnstormlng

of ideas in the fall. |
¢ \

i

Retainees \

v
!

e Recommend additional enrichment activities for students (e.g. word
cards, sentence strips, s?pplemental books, things to do at home).

o "Centers" to work in when\regular work is finished.

e Use teacher's voice on instructional tapes.

e Build student's self concdpt.

e Do not retain a child and make _him Special” Educatlon at the same time.

e Continue special services to low achievers regardless of "financial"
status of campus student is assigned to!

e Increase communication between paired schools--standardize curriculums.

e Teach alphabets and sounds to all kindergarteners—-some teachers lower
their expectations for lst graders who don't know the alphabet.

e Capitalize on and nuture love of learning students exhibit entering
first grade.

e Special meetings with first-grade teachers.

e Staff Development.

@ Consider placing retainees with more experienced teachers rather than
new teachers. :

o Publish newsletter for teachers of retainees.

@ Place in group other than low. This will enhance student's chance for
challenge and success. ' :

o Change basals if students move laterally.

e Do not cover same material tsice.

e Smaller class sizes.

o Stronger parental support.

e Develop greater sensitivity in teachers working with retainees
(guard identity of retainees, treat them as normal as possible,
etc.).

e Adapt child to academic program rather program to child.

e Create a list of at-home activities for retainees.

» Make sure students know the purpose behind lessons and assignments.

e Look at learning styles early in rear to prevent problems.

o Mixed emotions about retention -- rot big on retaining kinderzarteners.
I know and parents know first-—grade cetention is best because of basic
reading and math instruction.

Prevention

e Kindergarten curriculums need to be standardized across schools --
especially in paired schools. Some students are better prepared for
1st grade than cthers and teachers sometimes give up on those already
behind. '

e Cater to child without singling him out too cZten.

17;
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® Provide direct 1nstruct10n and practice with minimal independent
work.

® Concentrate on reading and math and teach these basics

during science and social studies ‘as well--lst and 2nd are last
chance for these basics.

Former Pre-X

Continue in current direction.

More structured situation building on known skills.

Provide more direct teaching.

Monitor centers students use during kindergarten to detect

whether academics centers are being avoided.

Don't just focus on volunteers, call on those who do not raise

hands or ask questions.

Provide staff development in individualized instruction.

Kindergarten teachers should raise their expectatious.

Assess at first--don't teach again.

Criteria should be followed in identifying children to be

served by pre-k and teachers should be told who had pre-k.

Increase kindergarten teachers' awareness of pre-k classes.

Higher level things need to go on in kindergarten--only tool

to help teachers in form of seminar to enhance kiadergarten.

‘e Alphabets and sounds should be taught systematically in
kindergarten.

o Kindergartens across the District need to standardize what they
teach more--new guide may help.

e Capitalize on and nurture the love of learning that kids come into first
grade with.

¢ Use new DIM materials being used at Gullett-—balanced analytic

. and experience approach.

® Use grouping in kindergarten (e.g. 11 ke at Campbell).

Other Comments

e Teachers new to AISD seem to have difficulty coping with
retainers snd pre-k.

e These students should be placed with more experienced teachers.

e Kids' attitude must be kept positive. Some kids get very
negative, especially retainees, who can't understand the purpose
'of working on the same thing. Change kids' attitudes from
"I can't" to "I can."

o Closely monitor students' progress. Use different series and
forms of reinforcement.

o Let teachers ente: information-on special activities done with . .
students on cumulative folders.

e Black kids only--didn't make much difference if pre-k or not--most
frequent topic was langua;e-—sometimes dialect problem--other
times communication suggested tzarher use tape recordings and
have child listen--suggested teachers use poetry to help develop

students' lznguage skill. Tried not to focus on just coordination
of pre-k skills. Tried .- ise holistic rather than linear
approach.

170
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» 1f students do not learn by traditional method, teacher should -
develop alternate method of teaching. .

e Staff development workshop could be held to help teachers in
selecting and preparing materials for alternate teaching
methods. N

@ Not sure some teachers are aware of the difference between
former pre-k and regular students.

17;
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READING TOTAL

FTEST=FTEST 2 ~ | )

— ACEL . P54, "~ SS(ERRKCR) NEAN SGUAKES —  F PRcB L

. FuLl 1 2.1633 212.1735 0.4553 3.2776 0.0469 .
~tST 5 Oelw92 21%.3310 o

DI"FO )oolll 208025 l.‘-fOl3 DFL= 2. CFZ': 436. .
o FTESTwETEST 1 .
“Coel RS 3. SS{EKRCK) AEAN SAUARES : Fo PRCB .

I J 165 2l12.1785 & J3.%4553 1.2543 J.26.25 o

, Fi.Ll
{37 O Jeloal 21.7498 ' .
: DirF J. 2323 Q.5713 0.5713 DFl= 1. OF2= 456, .

- A—Flh)»“:f:sl 3 N

SRR 5. © *SS(ERRUKR) MEAN SIUARES e PRO3 .

FoL 2 2.1531 212.74¢3 0.4550 o =0.J254 1.0200 .
“‘;:ST__-‘ﬁ——; v oe 15'5L 212. 7‘? 7"’ . _ ) Y
TTTLATE Se2J)30 «J.0024 )00 24 OF 1= Lo CFe=  4ule

Py [ ]

FTISTw=FTEST 5 ) .
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" MATi: TOTAL -

. FTZST=STEST 2 )
. 4EL 251, $S (ERENK) WEAN SQUAVES F PRA S

. Fuer 1 C.2837 135.02306 0.2143 1.3465 J.2614%
. REST 5 J.28438 105. 6007
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. MUDEL RSuG. SS(EXRCR) MEAN SQUARES F PLTS

. SJLL 3 2.23%45 105.60927 0.2146 0.5654 0.5547
. RE3T 6 0.2343 125.5743 ‘ .

W oF - N.0905 DeDlul 0,71 DEl= 1, PF3= acl,
. FTEST=FTEST 7
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Retention/Promotion
Appendix T

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS
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INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Discriminant Analysis

Brief description of the data file: Discriminant analyses were done to see 1f any charac-
teristics that differed for successful and unsuccessful retainees could be discovered.
Variables considered included age, sex, income, number of transfers, number of siblings,
Title I and Title I Migrant participation, special education (resource), retention rate
of school for year retained, desegregation impact and reassignment status, summer school
participaticn, and ethnicity.

Which students or other individuals are included on the file?

Students recommended for retention at the end of 1980-81 and 1981-82 school year with
pre~ and posttest scores. Successful retainees were those who gained .8 of a GE year
or more over a one-year period in reading on the ITBS.

How often is information on the file added, deleted, or updated?

Information was all add.ed to the file at one time--after spring 1983 ITBS results were
available. .

\
)
.
.

Who is responsfble for changing or adding information to the file?

District Priorities' Data Analyst.

How was the information ¢ontained on the filevgathered?

information was taken from the Student Master File, project files, retention files,
and ITBS filas.

Are there problems with the information cn the fiie that may
affect the validity cf the data?

None that are known. [

What data are available concerning the accuracy and reliability of
the information on the file?

Information can be double-checked with the criginal files.

Are there normative or historical data available for interpreting
the results?

Results for 1980-8l1 retainees were used to decide what factors were important in loo%ing

at 1981-82 retainees. o

Brief description of the file layout:

Individual records include szudents' names, identification rumbers, school, grade,
Reading Total ITBS scores, and information on all variables considered in the aralysis.
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Purpose

Th= discriminant analyses were designed to provide information relevant
to the following decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D3: Can students who will benefit from retention
be identified?

Evaluation Quesvion D3-1: What characteristics of students
vho benefit from retention can be identified?

Procedure

The discriminant analyses were designed to see if any characterictics of
stadents who benefit o: do not benefit from retention could be identified.
The disc-iminant package of SPSS was used and analyses were run at the
University of Texas.

The first step taken was to separate the 1980-81 retainees into two groups—-—

successful and unsuccessful. Students who gained .8 of a GE year or more

between spring 1981 and spring 1982 on the Reading Total section of the ITBS

were considered successful.

The following variables were added to the file to be used as predictors:
age in months, sex, ethnicity, free or reduced lunch received by student or
sibling, desegregation status (impacted schools and reassignment status of
student), number of transfers during the school year, number of children in

the family, 1980-81 retention rate of the 1981-82 schqol, summer school par-

ticipation, 1981-82 Title I, Title I Migrant participation (of any type), °
and special education status. All data was based on 1981-82 information
except as noted. TFrequency distributions were run to make sure variables
were properly coded and to obtain descriptive statistics on the overall
groups. :

The discriminant analyses were then run using two methods at each grade
level--the direct method in which all variables enter the analysis at once,
and stepwise regression in which variables are added if they significantly
improve prediction beyond the first variable chosen. Once the regression
analyses were run, the results for 1980-8l retainees were reviewed for con-
sistency in variables contributing to success.

The pattern of predictors was not very consistent for the 1980-81 retainees
so the same direct and stepwise discriminant analyses were done for the

1981-82 retainees. Results were again reviewed to see which variables con-

tributed to success for retainees. :

A sample set of control statements’ is shown in Attachment I-1.
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Results
Attachme.-. s I-2 and I-3 show variables significantly impacting success
_ased on :i.° stepwise analyses for the 1980-81 and 1981-82 retzinees. 1In
interpretiv the charts, it is important to remember that students with
these chara ristics were simply more likely to be successful--some stu-
dents who dié ot share one or more of these characteristics were success-—
ful. Variablex sre listed in order of importance at each grade level.

The percentage v -».:as in which success could be accurately predicted

based on variable- i ..ed for each grade is shown in the "Pre¢diction Success"
column. The percerf . :ch could be successfully predicted by chance is

about 50%. The st:7¢ ' « results seemed to provide more usefu’ information
than the direct m- - .- .- . *71ili be the only ones discussed here. rrintouts
~re available shcw:i.a o wpiety results of the direct analyses.

i:20-81 Retainees

Lo 1930-81 retainees were ratczined after the new elementary retention

i ley was issueu but dbefore 1t went into effect. Efforts to help teachers
ieal with the process of vetention and the needs of retainees were not yet
implemented.

As Attachment I-1 illustrates, the factor which impacted retention success the
most varied at each grade level. None of the variables included in the
analyses significantly helped predict success at grades onre or four. The
variables which were sigrificant at more than one grade level included:

Tizle I Migrant Sexvice (Grades 2, 2, 5)

°
e Number of transfers (grades 2, 3, 5)
¢ Low income status (grades 3, 5)

¢ Sex (grades 3 and 5)

o Black ethnicity (gvades 3 and 6)

o Title I service (grades 3 and 5).

Grade six results must be interpretad with -caution because of the small
sample size (n=18).

Students servad by Title I Migrant during the year they repeated a grade were
consistently iess likely to be successful when retained in grades 2, 3, and
5. Students serv..d by T:“la I, on the other hand, were more likely to suc-
ceed at grades ? and 5. ?2lack students were less likely to be successful
at grades 3 and 6. The ¢ther - riables did not show a consistent pattern.

_ Students who transferred lesc often during the year repeated were more
likely to be s'ccessful at grades 2 and 5; tuose who transferred more often
were more succassful at grade 3. Low income students were more successful
at grade 5, h.gher income students were more successful at grade 3. Girls
were more successiul at grade 3 but boys were at grade 5.

Attachment I-1 alio shows m:an values for successful and unsuccessful
retainees for each variable.

I-4 18J
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1981-82 R _ainees

The 1981-82 retainees were retained the first year the new retention policy
went into effect. Some help was provided to principals and teachers in help-
ing parents see the positive side of retention and in dealing with the stu-
dents' needs.

As Attachment I-2 illustrates, the most .mportant variable impacting success
again varied by grade. None of the variables significantly coantributed to
success at grade five. Variables significant at mere than one grads level
include:

Schools impacted by desegregation (grades 1, 2, 3, 4)
Age (grades 1, 3, 4, 6

Low income status (grades 1, 3, 4)

Chapter 1 service (grades 1, 2, &)

Special education status (grades 1. 2, 4)

Hlspanic ethnicity (grades 1, 3, 6)

Chapter 1 Migrant service (grades 2 znd 3)

Transfer rates (grades 3 and 4)

Summer school participation (grades 3 aad 7.

® 6 06 9020 O 09

The two variables which showed a consistent pattarn for the grades at which
they were significant were low income status and Crapter 1 Migrant service.
Low income vetainees at grades 1, 3, and %4 were iess likely to be successful.
Stud. :ts se vea by Chapter 1 Migrant during the year a grade was repeated were
less .iilely to succeed.

Relationship- between succe:s and the other variables were not as consistent
across grades. Students in zchools not impacted by desegregation were more
likely tn _: zuccessful at grades !, 2, and 4; studencs in schools impacted
by deseorega:.ion were more successful at grade three. Younger retainees
were more successful at grades 1, 4, and 6 but lecs successful at grade three.
Students served by Chapter 1 were nct successful at grades one and four but
less successi-l . grade two. Special education students were less likely
to bhe su. .escsful at grades one and two ovut more likely to be successful at
grade four. Hispanic retainees were more likely to be successful at grades
three and six and less 1likely at grade one. Students with a lower number of
trans.ers were more successful at grade three but less successful at grade
four. linaiiy, sixtr graders who attended summer school were more likely to
succeed, but third graders were a I tle l:ss lilely to succeed than other
retainees.

Attachment I-Z also shows mean values for successful and unsuccessful
retainees on each variab .
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Summary

It was hoped that the discriminant analyses would reveal some characteris-
tics which would predict whether students would benefit from retention.
Although none of the variables consistently predicted success at every
grade, a few were significant at several grade levels.
° utudents served by Title I Migrant were less successful in

five of twelve cases——at grades two and three for both -

/1980-81 and 1981-82 retainees and also at grade five for

' the 1981-82 group.

® Students served by Title I during the year leading to
retention, on the other hand, were more likely to be
successful at four of twelve grades checked and less
likely only at one grade.

e Low income students were less likely té be successful
" at four grades but more likely at one grade.

s Special education students retained were less likely
to be successful at three grades but more likely at ome
grade.

@ Age and desegregation impact were only important for
1981-82 retainees. Younger retainees were more likely to
succeed at three grades but not at one grade. Likewise,
retainees in schools not impacted by desegregation wc-.e
more successful at three grades and less 'successful at
one grade.

The percentage of cases which could be predicted as successful (gaining eight
months or more in grade equivalents after one year) or not successful ranged
from 61 to 85% at the various grade Levels. The analyses thus did predict
better than chance, but not equally well at every 'grade level.

While it is impossible to draw any firm conclusions from this data, it seems
that Title I Migrant, special education, and low income students may be less
likely to benefit from retention. On the other hand, those served by Title I,.
younger students, and those in schools not impacted by desegregation may be
more likely to benefit.
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|
INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Pareat Survey

Brief Daescription of the instrument:

The "Questions for Parents" survey included 19 questions. The survey was sent to
gather information on the attitudes of parents towards retention of their children
during 1982-83. All parents received an English and Spanish version of the survey.

To whom was the instrument-administered? ) i

To the parents of a random sample of about 352 of the District's retainee students.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once. A second survey with a reminder note was sent out in an attempt Lo increase
the return rate.

When was the instrument administered?

The survey was sent out through the U, S. Mail on March 21. A second copy was sent
to those who had not yet returned the survey on April 5.

Where was the instrument administered?

Through the U, S. Mail to the students' homes.

Who administered the instrument?

Self-administered.

What training did the administrators have?

N/A.

Was the instrument administared under standardized conditions?

No.

Were theres problems with the instrument or the administration that

might affect the validity of the data? gome questions that were negatively stated were
confusing to some of the parents. Although we attempted to review the surveys and
correct 'any responses that were inconsistent with comments made next to these questions,
results for these questions are still somewhat suspect.

‘Who developed the instrument?

The District Priorities’ evaluator in charge of Retention and Promotion with assistance
from the Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education, the Director of Elementary
School Curriculum, the Evaluation Advisory Committee, and the Director of Research and
Evaluation. :

What reliability and validity data are availabie on the instrument?

None.

Are there norm data available for intarpreting the results?
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82.42 ’ Appendix J

"QUESTIONS FOR PARENTS" SURVEY

Purpose

The "Questions for Parents'" survey was designed to collect information on
the attitudes of parents towards retention. The data was collected to
answer the following decision and evaluation questions,

Decision Question D2: How effective have efforts been directed
towards retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-9: What are parents' atfitudes
towards the retention of their children?

Procedure

Instrument. The parent survey included 19 questions dealing with the
attitudes of parents towards retention (see Attachment J-1). The instru-
ment was developed by the District Priorities evaluator in charge of the
Retention and Promotion evaluatiom, with input from the Evaluation Advi-
sory Committee, the Director of Research and” Evaluation, the Assistant
Superintendent for Elementary Education,and the Director of Elementary
School Curriculum. :

The survey went through several stages of revision especially in the
response choices. The response categories finally selected were "Yes,"
"No," and "Not Sure." Also, in an effort to prevent bias in the question-
naire, some questions were negatively stated (items 3, 6, 9, 11, and 14).
However, these questions did create some problems in that some parents

did not understand whether to respond "yes" or "no" if they agreed with

a statement that was negatively stated. Some parents let us know by
writing comments--the rest just responded. Therefore, we cannot be sure
that all of the parents who answered the questions without commenting
really understood them. , :

Sample. A random sample of about 35% of those students who met the follow-
ing criteria was selected:

® students were still enrolled in AISD,
® students were still retainees,

e only one child. was selected per family.

Using this method, 407 students were selected for the sample. Out of the
407 surveys sent out, we had 168 (41.3%) returned..

'J’?342
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Processing. The students were assigned a number from 1 to 407 and two
labels per student were run. Surveys went out through the U. S. mail on
March 21 to the parents of the students. The second set of labels was used
to check in the surveys. New surveys were sent out April 5 as a reminder
to those who had not returned them by that date. Surveys were accepted
through about April 22. '

Once we received the surveys, we checked them over to make sure that only
one response was marked. We dlso checked the comments written by some of
the questions to make sure that the comments agreed with the responses
marked. Comments,written by parents on the last open-ended question-were
then grouped and tallied to see which“were the most frequent.

Surveys were keypunched and put onto a diskette at the Austin Independent
School District Data Services Department. The keypunching format is included
as Attachment J-2. ‘

? . ' Results

The questions in the survey were basically divided into four categories:
how comfortable last year's teacher made the parents feel about retention;:
how parents feel about their child's progress this year; how parents feel -
about retention in general; and how they feel about summer school for
retained students.

. The results for the negatively stated questions (3, 6, 9, il, and 14) wiil
not be discussed in this section because of the questionable validity of
the results. Results are shown in Attachment J-3. '

Last Year

About two thirds (61.2%) of the parents said that their child's 1981-82
teacher made them feel comfortable about retention. However, a substantial
group (26.7%) said the teacher did not help them feel comfortable with the
decision (item 1).

This Year ?

Parents indicated that they felt very good about their child's teacher
(89.7%) this year. A large percentage of the parents felt that their child
had a good learning experience (85.5%) and that they worked harder this year
than ldst year (86.6%). A majority of the parents (70.9%) felt that their
child had received extra attention and help this year. Only 22% felt that
their child was going over the same material as last year. Sixty eight per-
cent of the parénts answered "Yes" to the question of whether teachers had
sent activities for their child to do at home. (See items 2, 4, 7, 8, 12,
and 15

Thus, more parents were comfortable with the retention of their child after
the child had repeated part of a year than when the decision was first made.
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Retention

Over two thirds (69%) of the parents thought it was a good idea to keep
their child in the same grade this year. About 60% of the parents agreed
that retention decisions are made in a reasonable way in the Austin schools.
About 18%Z said that decisions were not made in a reasonable way, and 22%
were not sure whether the methods were reasonable. When asked if other
students teised their child about being retained, 29.8% said "Yes,'" and
55.3% said "No." (items 5, 10, 13)

Summer School

-Most parents felt that summer school was a good idea (79.0%). However,,
only 51.8% of the parents surveyed actually sent their children to summer
school last year. When asked how long summer school should last, the top
choice was five weeks (42%) and the second choice was six weeks (27%).

Looking at the comments written on question 19, parents commented most
frequently on the following:

e Retention was beneficial to the student. (N = 20)

e Retention was unfair in the case of their child. (N = 15)

e The teacner should have informed them earlier about their
child's retention. (N = 7)

e Summer school should improve skills and lead to possible
promotion to the next grade. (N = 4)

e They did not like the way their child was taught.last year
and felt it led to retention. (N = 3)

Out of 71 comments written, 36 were negative, 27 were positive and eight
were suggestions or comments about their child which were neither positive
nor negative. For a complete list of all the comments given, see Attach-
ment J-4. :

Overall, narents seemed to feel that their child was having a much better
experience this year than last year. In 697 cf the cases, they felt it was
in the child's best interest to be retained. Most parents thought summer
school for retainees was a good idea.

‘
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: 82.42 - Attachment J-1
(Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT OFFTICZ OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

Questions for Parents

'

We understand that your child was retained this school year. We would like to find
out how vou feel about this experience. Please answer the following questions and

return®tiis form in the enclosed envelope.  TEANI YOU! .
PLZASE CIRCLZI THE NUMBER THAT SHOWS HOW MUCH YOU AGREZ NoT
" WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. 5 o X=s NO - SGRE

l. Yy child's teacher last jear helped me feal
comfortable abou: retancion. : 3 2 1

2. My ch.ld's teacher this year has kept e -
informed about my child's progress. 3 2 1

3. My child has pnot le2arned any more this
year than last year. 3 - 2 1

4. My <hild has had a good lzarning experience
this year. 3 2 1

5. It was a good idea for =y ghild to have another
- vear in the same grade. 3 2 1

6. My child has not learned anoug!. chis year to be
successtul nexc year. - 3 2 1

7. My child has zeceived extra attention and halp
this year. 3 2 1

8. My chiid seems %o be goicng over the same wate- .
rial as last year In the szme way, 3 2 1

9. Retention of students is nct a good idea. 3 2 1

i0. Reteation decisicns are made in a reasonable
way ia cthe Austin schools. w3 .2 1

11. If I could do it over agaiz, I would not vans

ay child 2o be resailned. 3 2 1
12. This vear's teacher has gen: homa sctivizies

for oy child to do at hcme. 3 2 1
13. Cther studants tease ay child atour eing

retained. . . 3 2 i
t4. My zhild does no:t ilxe school thiz yaar. : 3 2 L

a

i
15, My chold 1is working harder this wvear than

last vear, 3 2 i
18, I shink siz==mer school fct Tatzinzes Iis a

gzod idea. 3 2 i
17. Did vour child astexnd last suzmer's Sive-vaex

program Iar ratainces? 3 2 L

13. Zverr,tiza summer school is ha

1d, a dscision nust e made zdeut dew long Iz
should be. Tor Suture summer schcols. 0w long 34~ vou Ihink studenzs should
atzend? (Circle one) «
3 5 h g 9
weeks weaks waeks  weaks raeks

@
"
[
"
11
)
0"
LS
3]
8]
[
"
»-
k-t
[V
o
W
"
(13
n
h
131
"
]
O
9

19. Do w7ou have any cothar comments on your shild's

solicy?

o ' . " -6 g
[MC | . ) J 24«)
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Attachment J-1
82.42 , - S (Continued, Page 2 of 2)

DISTRITY ESCAOLAR fNDEPEND:ENTE 0E AUSTIN OFICINA DE INVESTIGACION Y SvALUACIGN

Cuestionario Para Padres

Oado que su hijo (o hija no paso al siguiente grado escolar es=a afo, nos qustaria
saber 1o que piensa ustad de que asto haya pasado. Por favor contaste las siguientas
preguntas y regrese el cuestionario en al sobra que incluimos., Gracias.

Conteste las preguntas encerrando en un circulo el nidmerq que representa que tanto
g . ] q

Py

esta usted de acuerdo con cada afirmacion.

. No estoy
S No seguro (a)
1. La maestra da af nifio el afio pasado me ayudg
3 que me sintiera bien de que mi nifio no naya
pasado al sigufente grado ascolar, 3 2 1
2. La maestra de mf nifo de este afio me tiene
informada sobre el progresc de mi nifo. 3 2 l
3. Mi nffo no ha aprendido mas este afio que el ano .
pasado. 3 2 1
4. Mi nifio ha tenido una buena experiencia de
aprendizaje. 3 2 1
W S. Fua ura teena idea el que mi nifo repitiera el
mismo grado. 3 2 1
6. Mi niflo no ha aprendido 1o suficianta este afo
para que le vaya bian el 270 que viene. 3 2 1
7. Mi nino ha recibido mucha atancidn y ayuda este
" afo. » 3 2 1
8. Parece que mi nific estd estudiando el mismo
material del afio pasado an la misma manera. 3 2 1
$. Hacer reretir gradv a los astudiantes no es )
una buena idza. 3 2 1
10, La decisidn de quidn rapite grados se hace
en forma razonabie en las escuelas da Austin. 3 2 1
1. Si lo pudiera hacar otra vez, neo Gquisiera que
cetuvieran a mi nifo en el mismo grado. 3 2 1
*12. Lz maestr2 de @i nifo ha mandado muchas
N actividadas para hacar an la casa. 3 2 :
-3. Las otres astudiantes se burlan de mi nifo
porque repitid grado. : 3 2 1
4. A af nifo ac Te gusta la ascuela asta ado. 3 2 1
15, Mi nifo 2sta zrabajando mas duro asta afo
que el 3fo gsasaco. 3 2 I
15, ?Pienso que la sscuela de verano para ios nidos
que rapitan grado as una Suena jcea. 3 2 N E
17. Asistio su nino el verano pasado a! srogrima ca
cincy samanas para astudiantas cue rezitizrsn
18. Cada vez gue sz oresar: gna eszuela de varano,
-hay-que-dacidir-cuantas Zebe durzr.- -Par3-aj.o—— T T .
futuro, cuanto tizmzo ie narsca gSu2 d2hen Zurar
las ¢lasas de verzno, 3 5 7
semanas 3amanas s<manas
19, :Tiers ustaz 3fras lomenzarigs zobra 2l zua su nifg naya ragatidg
Q 14 minara 2n qué Zacisz 2} Jisgteits Iscolar :uegia;:'ian:as Zal
ERIC : J-7
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Attachment J-3

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCEOOL DISTRICT OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND ZVALGATION

Questions for Parents

- We understand that Your child was retained cthis school 7vear.

out how you feel about this experience. Please answer the following questions and
retura tais form ia cthe enclosed envealope. THANX Y0U!
2LEASE CIRCLE I NOMBER THAT SHOWS HOW MCCE YOU AGREZ NOT
WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. YES o SCRE
i. My child's teacher last year kelped me feel L2 267 12.1
comfortable about recencion. > |5
2. My child's teacher this year has kept me $9. 1 7.3 3¢
inforzed about ay child's progress. N -~ 1S
3. M'y cnild has not learned aay more :his _‘qu' "fQ‘l' 1.8
veatr than last year. = el
4. My child has had a good learning experience 35.5 . 4.3 9.1
this year. N=~ (8 o
5. It was a good idea for my child to have another 9.0 16T H~5
yvear in cthe same grade. N = 1%
. 6. My child nas not learned enough this year to be 43-4 ‘H; 3.3
! successful pext year. N = .S
7. My child has raceived extra attention and help 6.4 .7 6.4
this year. N=1L5
8. My child seems %o be goingz over cthe same mate- A3 6a1 15.1
rial 2s lasc year in the same way. N= ||,
K}
9. Retention of students is not a zood idea. N-\la* %4 433 (0-5
10. Retentlcn decisicns are made in a reasomable 567.3 'Sa A0
way in the Austin schools. N-= e -
11. TE T couid do It over again, I would not wac: 305 555 14.C
zy child tc be retained. N LY
12, This year's teacher has sens acme acstivities L”g' ;{10.5 5~‘{‘

for my child to do at hoze.

13. COcher scudenzs-tzase ay child
recained.

N =\l

about being

N ~lbl

n
(€%}

298 3

We would like co fin

9

14, My child doas not like school this rear. Nyl 5L N34 54
15, Yy child 13 workizng harder this rear than %b.]p 7.3 b.l
last yezr. N = o4
14, T zhink summaT school fzr r2ziinezes iz 2 '7‘?0 H B (0-2'
scod idez N=j,2
° .
17. Did your child actead lasc .,u...me— 's five-weax 453 5’8 Q"/

pragram Zor racainezs?

~ 169

1a

3. "-"',' tine sucmer scheol is ne’:, a "ec sion =musc be made adour hew leng i-
should be. FTor fucure sucmer schools, now long do veu think studanzs should
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82.42 'Attachment J-4
' (Page 1 of 4)

I think retention has been good in the éase of my child. (20)

I wish last year's teacher had informed me sooner that my child might
be retained. I would have worked with him . (5)

There should be more operating summer sessions not only for retainees,
but also to improve other skills.

"1 feel very strongly that my child's retention was based on far too

narrow an academic reason. The teacher last year told us during the same
conference during which we were informed that our child was being retained
that there was insufficient time left to help her pass on to the next higher
grade, My opinion to avoid future misunderstandings is a much earlier dis-
cussion concerning a child's possible problems maintaining grade level and
more flexibility in recourse to the parent to assist the child in over-
coming their problem."

"The main reason my son needed to be retained is that he-was bused ten miles
to the heart of the Mexican community. He was the only Caucasian boy in
class; in other words, he was a minority all by himself. Now he only walks
four blocks to school and is doing well., Busing STINKS!!" : '

"I know my son is smart but he's too shy to talk."

It is nice that teachers care enough to let the parents know that your
child is not ready for the next year.

"Why are there so many Blacks and Mexican Americans that are retained in com-
parison to Whites? My child was retained without me signing the papers.
These rights that you all speak of, where are they? Sign this, sign that,
but you type up where they won't be understood. You all say that you under-
stand, but really don't give kick in the butt."

" I think a parent should be notified about retention as soon as possible.

Six to eight\weeks before school is out is too late to seek a tutor to
help.

"I think a child's retention should be more carefully scrutinized to determine
if they have a learning disability or other circumstance; i.e., personality
conflict with the teacher, personal problems at home; then take steps to
correct them."

I believe that a teacher should be aware that a child in her class is not
meeting the grade qualifications before the last six weeks. The child

.should be put in a special type (or sp. ed.) class to get more attention

to prevent retention.

"o longer summer program would give a child a chance to keep up and work
on her weakest abilities.”
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82.42 Attachment J-4 .
' (Continued, Page 2 of 4)

Retaining a child because of immaturity is wrong.

I do not believe that it is fair for a teacher to retain your child because
she does not like him. She was conceited and someone should do something
about her.

"I feel the teacher last year (AISD Elementary) didn't like my child for
some reason other than her work at school because I know a child who was

a lots slower than her and he (past another grade) in her class, the teacher
shouldn't hold back a student because of his or her dislikes, I had to be
called to the school a lot because of her fighting the teacher said, and
this year, not once had I to be called over to (AISD Elementary). My child
told me what was happening and the teacher wouldn't do anything."

"One of the main reasons my child was retained was a personality conflict
between the teacher and my child. In these situations, I feel the adminis-
tration should be more willing to move the child to a better environment."

"The reason my child was held back was due to the fact his teacher started
the school year seven months pregnant and did not leave proper instructions
for all the other teachers to fcllow. I feel that a teacher should not be
allowed to start a school ~"ear when she will be out as soon as two months.
He had four teachers all year plus substitutes which was not fair. He
never had a chance."

If T had it to do ov , I wouldn't agree with the AISD's retention program.
With great teacher i. .erest my child's progress last year could have pro-
gressed at a satisfactory rate.

"My daughter needed to be retained since she wasn't ready, but the way she
was taught, I didn’t approve of--the teacher didn't work with her often
enough--so when she didn't understand her work the teacher put it off on her
mother! What are the teachers getting paid for?"

I am not sure that the help my son is getting this year is actually benefit-
ing him.

"I thought it was so wrong for the teacher to keep my child back because we
work so hard with her in keepﬁng up and she did good, had an understanding
better than some that pass on.'

If it weren't for my son's teacher this year, he might bte having trouble.
His teacher is #1 as a teacher goes. My son has made great progress this
year.

"I think the money spent on summer school is to insure a job for teachers.
My experience has been that the pupils dc not benefit that much from summer
school. How can they learn in five weeks what they couldn't learn in 9%
months? They should not be required to attend. The federal government has
given AISD $600,000 for summer schonl for retained students. How much on
frills and salaries? ‘Check and breai down on next questionnaire for us
parents."
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R2.42 Attachment J-4
(Continued, Page 3 of 4)

"My child learned more in summer school maybe because there were not so
many children."

Summer school gave my child a good positive attitude and confidence in
himself. He seemed to learn more about his printing,  math, and reading
than during the regular school term.

"The reason my child did not attend summer school is that her major
problem is maturity. Extra schooling would not help this."

I think summer school should be held to teach the basic subjects in
which the student did poorly. Also a possible test should be given
at the end of summer school, so that the child could go of to the next
grade.

"I was given the impression that summer school would allow uy child
(depending on grades) to move on to the grade she missed. Her grades
were very good and so was her attitude about summer school. Her summer
school teacher could not move her on and the same grade was repeated.
For this reason, I would not want her to go to summer school again."

Tutoring programs should be available throughout the school year.

"I was not happy at all my son flunked first grade and my daughter flunked
kindérgarten., How is it possible to fail kindergarten?" °

I feel my son did not learn anything last yrar, yet, no special help was
offered to him to help him improve so that he could have passed. g
"My child was retented (retained) because his last year teacher féil to

see or listen to me that my son had a reading problem. Sometimes reachers
give up on a child and don't try to help them. This was the case with my

child. His last year teacher stop trying to help him at mid—term.y

The teacher did not prove to us that it was necesSéry for our son to spend
another year in the same grade. She was not thorough in advising us of his
progress throughout the year; she never indicated on the report card that
he was below grade level in his learning. | i\

! \ .
If a child is unable to handle a grade it is better to retain him. Why put
him through a grade in which he will have trouble. iIn the long run, it will
be much better for him.

"It's too restricting and denies the teacher, school and parent involved,
choices best suitable for the child. My son was teld one thing and then
another thing done too many times. It confused him, He was told he could
attend summer school '82 and be in the 6th grade this year. Then at the
end of school he was told he couldn't since only retained students could
attend! So he was retained!?"
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82.42 ‘ Attachment J-4
(Continued, Page 4 of 4)

My child felt embarrassed many times when her schoolmates kept asking her
why she had been retained.

My child did not get as much attention last year as she is getting this year.
She is also getting more help with this teacher.

"I know perhaps I'm not very cooperative because of a full time JOb but I
would like an evaluation, either verbal or written as to my child's real
progress-—-it is sometimes very difficult to tell with just the report t cards."

"I hope that my child has a chance in the near future to go ahead a grade if
his reading precblem is concord."

"Reilly has au excellent staff. Good communications is held between teacher(s)
and parents. The teachers are also sensitive to the child's matureness and
weaknesses. I totally support their advice."

Make a questionnaire simpler to answer, besides yes and no answers. Not all
questions can be answered yes or no!

"The Spanish part should be better next time. Do not use double negation
in when you make questions in English."

First teacher kept me informed real well but they changed his teacher and I
have not been told anything.

My child's teacher told e summer school would not help him that it would be
a waste of time.

"My child has a learning disabililaly (disability). This school year he has
been evaluated, and this year he is receiving help. I am satisfied with the
help and all the personel (personnel) that has helped my son."

"It was our suggestion that one daughter be retained-due to her inability to
read in grade level-in fact she was a full year behind in reading- her other
grades where average and so we had to convince the teachers and principal to
retain her. One would think teachers and -educators would realize the impor-
tance of reading skills but after our experience, I wonder! They seemed more
corncerned about our daughter's possible social embarassment due to retention
rather than her certain continued lack in her reading skills had she been
passed."

"I don’'t know what went wrong, but on her papers last year, she got good grades
so I still don't understand why she was retained.'

"The teacher wasn't fair, she tell me he was doing so good, then at the last
minute it was another story. I don't think she liked my son."
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